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FOREWORD

Finance of common schools is one of the major charges of all state governments and a growing charge
of the federal government. Nationally, as in Washington State, periodic reviews of the funding situation
are conducted by various bodies, but seldom, if ever before has the subject received such intensive and
extensive consideration as it is receiving now. Texas and Michigan recently produced massive reports on
school finance and New York State is presently engaged in a study costing one million dollars. At the
Federal level, the United States Office of Education has funded a National Education Finance project, and
the President himself has appointed a Commission on School Finance.

One reason for so much concern about education financing is the national trend toward higher and
higher special school levies and the simultaneous stiffening of taxpayer resistance to them.

The Washington State Special Levy Study Commission was created by the 1969 legislature to
conduct a study of the special levy problems in this state. To do so required a deep look into the broad
areas of finance and curriculum. We have examined the work of other states and have contacted our
counterparts there and in the Federal Government. Extensive public participation in Commission
activities was encouraged. We believe that our study, and particularly the simulation study, will contribute
to the state-of-the-art in this kind of work.

More important, we believe we have presented the legislature with a sound analysis and sound
recommendations for treating some of our common schools' most serious difficulties.



Chapter I

A PRIMER ON THE PROBLEM

Washington State, judging by the authoritative Research Reports of the National Education
Association, has one of the nation's finest common school systems. According to the 1969 evaluations,
Washington youth have the country's highest passage rate on the Armed Forces Mental Qualification Test.
The state ranks first also in the percentage of high school graduates within the total population and has
the lowest rate of high school dropouts. The educators, students, public officials, and taxpayers of
Washington should be proud of tMse achievements. We must be doing something right.

However, efficient and equitable funding of the public schools apparently is not it. Despite the
primacy of education in the attention of state government, and the labor of dedicated education
supporters, the common school system of Washington State is in trouble financially and politically. Costs
state-wide are far surpassing the state government's guaranteed expenditure level, and even as the need for
special levies increases, voter support seems to grow more precarious.

Simply put, when local school district costs exceed the support level guaranteed by the state, the
district must approach the voters with a special levy on property to pay the balance. Most capital costs

Figure 1

PERCENTAGE OF MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION
FUNDS MET BY SPECIAL LEVIES

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

School Year
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traditionally are met in this fashion, but in the last few years the maintenance and operation of schools
also have had to be supplemented by special levies.

Figure 1 shows that as recently as 1966-67 the percent of maintenance and operation funds
state-wide which were met through special levies was 11.6 percent. In 1967-68 it rose to 14.1 percent; in
1968-69, to 17.0 percent; and in 1969-70, to 20.1 percent. In 1970-71, the state's common schools will
derive (or try to derive) nearly 22 percent of their income from special levies; these are no longer
"special," in the sense of unusual. Except for the state appropriation itself, the special levies far surpass in
amount the revenue of any other available source of school income.1 Most districts have come to depend
on them. Defeated levies in certain districts, such as Seattle or Bellevue, would mean a one-third or higher
cut in school budgets.2 But even some districts with high property valuations depend on the special levy.
Indeed, 85.34 percent of students in the state live in districts that passed special levies last year.

Widespread dependence on the special levy does not, however, attest to any popularity for it among
educators, or among voters, for that matter. The special levy is one of the most unreliable and unstable
possible sources for school funding. Levies are required t" receive approval by 60 percent of the voters,
which many observers consider an unrealistically high majority, and at least 40 percent of the voters who
voted in the previous regular election must turn out in order for the election to be validated. Ever when
levies are passed, the affected communities pay a cost in educator and layman energies diverted to te levy
from other concerns, and the levy campaigns are often conducted in an atmosphere of such extraneous
vagaries that even the weather may affect an election outcome. Few other governmental budgets could
survive such a testing.

As it is, increasing numbers of special levies are failing. The Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction reports that in 1969, "28 school districts asked for special levies and failed. In the current year
[1970], 60 school districts have failed levies. Out of the 60, 23 were resubmitted and failed. In these 23
districts, the funds requested amounted to $26,709,446."3

The effects of special levy uncertainties are felt most keenly at the local district level, but one of the
root reasons for the predicament lieq in Olympia. The costs of education have outstripped the state
government's ability and/or willingness to fund them under the present system of tax collection and
expenditure allocation.

Clearly, the state's responsibility is vastindeed, primaryin the finance of education. "It is the
paramount duty of the state to make ample provision for the education of all children," says the
Washington constitution. "The Legislature shall provide a general and uniform system of public
schools..." (Article IX, sections 1, 2).

Backing in substance for the constitutional pronouncement came in 1895, when John R. Rogers of
Puyallup introduced a principle new to Washington and the nation: namely, that it is the state's
responsibility, through its taxing power, to guarantee every child a basic education. The resulting
legislation, known as the "Barefoot Schoolboy Law," gave Washington the basis for an ultimate push
toward common school superiority among the states.

Later, a 1933 bill, developed by State Superintendent Noah D. Showalter and known as the "New
Barefoot Schoolboy Law," established a specific level of state support per pupilin those days, a grand
$0.25 per day. Nevertheless, tax revolts were not unknown in that period, and in the previous year, 1932,
the voters had imposed a 40 mill limit on property taxes, a limit which still exists today. (A mill is one
tenth of one percent of assessed property value.) The limit necessitated what a recent history of
Washington education called "a patchwork of taxation.. .that has become a veritable plague to the schools
entering the decade of the 1970's." 4

The "patchwork" has been revised many times and with increasing sophistication, until today it is
sufficiently complicated to baffle nearly any layman, and perhaps many educators. Nonetheless, it
represents an earnest and not totally unsuccessful attempt to provide "general and uniform" support for
common schools and to do so in "ample" fashion.

At present (using the 1968-69 figures), the state provides 56 percent of common school funds, using
general taxation revenue (sales, excise, business and occupation, etc.). Local taxes (six mills of property

1Figures are from "Bulletin No. 163-'70" (Olympia: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Dec., 1970).
2"Bulletin No. 137-'69" (Olympia: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Dec. 1969).
3"Bulletin No. 163-'70."
4Harry Johnson, et al, Washington Schools in the Good Old Days (Olympia: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction,

1969).
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tax, plus two additional mills collected under state auspicesa total of eight miils5and the one percent
real estate excise tax) account for 20 percent of school funds. Local special levies accounted for 17
percent in 1968-69, a figure , as we said, that has risen since then. A few districts also obtain revenue from
Public Utility District excise taxes. Federal monies amount to roughly seven percent, largely attributable
to Federal forest funds paid to some districts in place of property taxes, Federal Impacted Area funds for
districts with Federal installations of various kinds, and certain kinds of Federal grants. These percentages
are graphically depicted in Figure 2, below.

Figure 2

SOURCE OF COMMON SCHOOL FUNDS 1968-69 SCHOOL YEAR

LOCAL

Special Levies
17%

5 The allowed local taxation used to be 12 mills, not 6, but it was a paper difference. What happened was that the Supreme
Court ordered county assessors, whose custom it has been to assess property at 25 percent of true value, to assess at 50
percent, as specified in the state constitution. That would have meant a doubling of taxes for many people (and more than
that for some, since certain assessors were not even assessing property at full 25 percent), so the legislature simply cut the
allowable millage roughly in half, to 22. Since the 2 mills of local property tax that had long been collected by the state
had been assessed at 50 percent all along, the new limit of 22 mills indeed left the tax load almost exactly where it had
been before the Supreme Court decisionexcept of course that some of those taxpayers whose assessments had actually
been below 25 percent in the past are now paying more aetual taxes by being charged half the millage, but at the full 50
percent level. On the other hand, some county assessors still are not living up to the Supreme Court standards and
assessing at the full 50 perceat, thereby somewhat lowering their constituents' property tax bills. The more things change,
the more they stay the same. In the 196'8-69 school year, total local income from property taxes collected at the state
level amounted to $26 million, or 4.5 percent of the total apportionment funding.
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Obviously, the state's share is crucial. Olympia dispenses most of the money (43.5 percent of total
school funds in the state) to the districts through an apportionment formula, the current version of which
was enacted in the 1965 legislative session. Rather than simply apportioning the funds on a strict per-pupil
basis, pupils in certain kinds of situations (vocational training, for example) are given additional "weight"
in the formula to take account of the extra costs to the districts. The objective is equalization of
educational opportunity for all pupils, regardless of the per-pupil wealth of the school districts in which
they live. Over all, the formula is supposed to guarantee funds sufficient to pay costs of basic education
for all pupils enrolled in all districts.

The apportionment process also is designed to help equalize the financial efforts of the school
districts. Once a "guarantee" of a certain sum of money per weighted pupil is ageed upon, and multiplied
times the number of weighted pupils, 85 percent of a district's available local revenue with certain minor
variations is subtracted; and the balance, if any, is provided the district by the state. Thus, in theory,
poorer districts are put on an equal footing with the more prosperous districts. On the other hand, only 85
percent of the district effort is subtracted, on the principle that the districts with special advantages, such
as high valuation of local property, should be given some benefit from them. Also, since the state formula
assumes in its calculations that district property is taxed at the legally mandated level, the exemption of
15 percent of local revenue from the calculations provides some compensation for districts in which
assessment levels are artificially low (school districts have no control over county assessors). These
considerations are called the "leeway factor."

It has become increasingly apparent, however, that the apportionment process is not altogether
successful in creating equality of educational opportunity.

The Commission conducted studies comparing the financial and curricular situations of small,
medium, and large sized school districts. (By small we generally mean under 1,000 students; by medium,
1,000 to 5,000; by large, over 5,000.) These comparisons, or "commonality studies," gave considerable
insight into the difficulties that afflict particularly the smaller and larger sized districts.

We found that districts with more than 1,000 students tend to provide a roughly comparable
educational program. Even certain smaller districtsthe nonhigh school districtsprovide an elementary
school program generally equivalent to those of larger districts, except that they tend to lack kindergarten
programs. On the other hand, at the high school level, the offerings of the small districts are not
comparable with those of the larger districts. Fewer courses are available even though the staff mend more
time teaching. Typically, each teacher in a small district must teach a relatively wide variety of courses,
and with relatively little time available for preparation. The lower student-to-teacher class ratios of the
smaller districts can only partially compensate for the drawbacks of such districts.

Financially, the small district staff salaries tend to be the lowest (despite the teachers' workload); yet
the low student-to-teacher ratios help drive up costs, which are the highest of all the size categories.

Under the present formula, the small districts' situations tend to qualify them for the most state aid
per pupil. In most cases, they also get more local funds because of high assessed property valuation per
pupil in rural areas. Therefore, even though their costs per pupil are higher, the small districts are least
dependent on special levies. Of 86 districts without special levies in 1968-69, 66 had fewer than 1,000
students.

The large districts, on the othei hand, also have unusual difficultiesones with more severe
consequences in terms of tax burden per taxpayer. At a certain level, the economies that go with increased
size seem to reverse and costs go up thereafter. Salaries for all staff tend to be high. Additionally, large
districts tend to have relatively low property valuation per pupil, particularly communities, such as many
suburbs, which lack an industrial base.

The present state distribution of funds has the effect of according the largest districts the lowest
levels of aid per pupil. This, combined with high costs and low valuation, leads directly to very high special
levies.

Not surprisingly, the situations of most medium sized districts tend to fall between the extremes of
the larger and smaller units; they have low costs, average valuation, and average state aid.

Financially, then, it is clear that the present state aid formula does not adequately account for the
fact that taxpayers in some districts are paying substantially more for children's education than are those
in others. The result in such districts: higher and hightr special levies.

However, before the question of changing the state apportionment formula can be discussed, it is
essential that one examine the question of school program content. Obviously, one reason costs may be
higher in some districts than in others is the availability of more courses in the curriculum. Through the
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"Barefoot Schoolboy Law" of 1895, and its successors, the legislature is bound only to support a "basic
education" for all students; but what exactly is a "basic education"? The Commission was asked to find
out.

Once upon a time, the state attempted to standardize the content of what it considered a basic
education in the various districts. Curriculum was determined at the state level, as were texts.
Examinations to insure quality of common school education were devised in Olympia and administered to
students by county superintendents. Since the early 1930's, however, emphasis has been placed on local
determination of curriculum and teaching methods. In addition, the uniform state examination system has
been abandoned, and now testing programs are developed and implemented by the districts themselves.

Through experience and general preference, current state basic education programs are only broadly
outlined at the state level and interpreted in detail by the localities. The state guidelines do, however, rest
on certain explicit laws and regulations. These relate to some specific content areas in which all students
must enroll, amounts of time students must spend in school, staff valifications, ratios of students to
staff, instructional resources, and transportation and administration. The regulation does tend to be more
extensive for the secondary schools (grades 7-12) than for the elementary schools.

To update the state concept of basic education and thereby provide improved criteria for fund
allocation was one of the main charges given the Temporary Special Levy Commission (see Chapter 2).

A concomittant charge was to develop better ways of discovering how well the common schools are
actually functioning. This meant talking to voters and community leaders and to those businessmen who
have an opportunity to examine the graduating products of the schools. It also meant developing a
program of "assessment and accountability" to evaluate school strengths and weaknesses.

A commission survey was made of voters in districts where special levies had failed. (See "Levy
Failure Study" in the technical report.) Not surprisingly, within the sample, support for the levies largely
came from those who felt they could afford to pay for increased costs in educationprofessional and
managerial people, those with comparatively high incomes, those with at least some college training, and
those with school-age children. Also, the younger the respondent to the survey, the more likely that he
supported the levies. Opposition came from those over 50, those on fixed or low incomes, and those with
little formal education.

Also not surprising was the predominance of purely economic reasons given by those who opposed
the levies. Some observed that the levies afford people an unusual opportunity to vote "no" on
government spending in general. Many bemoaned the reliance on the property tax.

The second most common reason for opposition to the levies was related to school administration
policies: dissatisfaction with what was perceived to be the spending policies of the local district, and with
the official explanations, or lack of them, for why the money was needed. One voter said "One must
provide funds to educate the children, but we did not need a new stadium and tartan turf!" Another "no"
voter responded to a question on how the school situation could be improved: ". . .A school board that
listens to parents' questions, and answers honestly." When asked why she had voted no on the levy, a lady
replied, "[Because of] sparse information given to the voters.. Jand lack of] honesty in presenting the
information asked."

Many levy opponents appear to suspect that economies in personnel and extracurricular activities
could be made in local school systems. To illuminate these possibilities, they would like to see the
communication between the district administrators and the voters improve on the subject of spending
priorities. Some survey respondents suggested breaking down levy proposals into component parts and
explaining the necessity for each; thus possibly allowing the voter to choose which parts of the package he
wants to support.

An even more extensive survey (also detailed in the technical report) was made of the opinions of
some 1,150 local leaders in many fields on the subject of Washington's educational needs. In May 1970,
the Commission held 20 all-day conferences of local leaders in various parts of the state: Seattle,
Bellingham, Longview, Omak, Vancouver, Everett, Edmonds, Kent, Spokane, Wenatchee, Bellevue,
Aberdeen, Tacoma, Olympia, Port Angeles, Walla Walla, Pasco, Yakima, Moses Lake, and Cheney. In all,
some 149 commuthties were represented among the participants. Also represented were wide ranges of
occupations and ages. Major topics were early childhood education, elementary and middle school
education, high school education, vocational-technical education, special services for pupils with special
needs, learning materials, and administrative services.

Among the surprising fmdings of these conferences were the similarities in viewpoints expressed,
whether the participant was an educational leader or some other kind of community spokesman, whether
he was from the east side or west side of the state, whether he was from a small, medium sized, or large
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community. Even more remarkable was the overwhelming (90 percent) support for more emphasis on

most of the educational elements listed on the opinionnaires filled out by participants. Clearly, the
leadership sector of the state's localities want expanded services from the school system, from child
training information for parents, to more parent-teacher conferences, to training in community planning,

to more individualized assignments, to better career development. Present school emphasis was found
acceptable in some areas, and less emphasis was desired in a few areas, but the conferences and the

opinionnaire surveys were strongly characterized by a belief that the schools should be carrying greater,

not less, responsibility in society.
Yet another Commission study (also detailed in the technical report) requested the opinions of major

Washington State employers and their personnel departments on the quality of recent public school

graduates. Naturally, many employers may consider as ideally educated the student specifically trained for

one of their employment positions, and one perhaps should keep this possible bias in mind when
considering their views. Nonetheless, the world of work does, in a sense, represent the reality in which

people must live, and the view of employers can be an important source of information on the school

system's success.
Structured interviews were conducted with 35 of the 41 major Washington firms invited to

participate in the study. Their activities covered manufacturing, sales, service and occasionally
combinations of these. (As an interesting aside, the fact that anyone close to government should be

interested in their views on the schools' graduates stirred substantial enthusiasm among a number of the

participan ts.)
The preponderance of managers (15) felt that the general caliber of recent graduates has improved

over the past five years, while many (13) indicated "no change," and two considered the new graduates
less effective. In particular, communication skills among the young reading, writing, and speaking
received quite favorable marks from the managers.

However, the recent high school graduates scored rather low in the estimation of major employers as
regards work attitudes. Whether an eagerness to work can be inculcated in a student through a school

process is a difficult question, as is the question of how much intrinsic interest, beyond a paycheck, can be
found in many jobs. In any case, the cited decline in positive work attitudes surely merits closer

examination.
Twenty-six managers felt, furthermore, that public schools often fail to develop young people's

potential for reaching specific job skills. This, of course, reopens the long-standing debate about the
relative desirability of general education versus job preparation, and should be viewed in that context. (See

Chapter 2.)
However, the managers probably were in ciose accord with many other observers when 23 of them

denounced what they viewed as a nearly exciusive concern with college preparation on the part of the
public schools. The managers strongly urged that vocational-technical counselors be as available to
students as are counselors for the college bound. Some respondents ventured that their own employees

and facilities might be loaned to the common schools to help orient students to opportunities in business

and industry.
Such are the views of the education system by various outsiders, but even more consequential is the

understanding of edication's work by educators and legislators. Unless those directly responsible for the

common schools are 2ble to evaluate the schools' performance, they cannot know adequately how to plan,
how to prune the unnecessary programs and fertilize the promising; and they certainly cannot do a
suitable job of persuading the citizenry to provide the necessary support for funding.

The blunt truth is that there presently is no logical, systematic method employed by any state agency
to assess the total impact of the common school program on its clients. Such assessment procedures as do
exist on the local district level vary widely in approach and quality. The net result is that those principally
responsible for conducting the state's common school program, or for funding it, cannot evaluate its
components.

For example, the 1969-71 biennial budget to support with state funds the excess costs of the
common schools' handicapped programs was approximately $43 million, yet there is no way to assess the
effect on learners of the dollars expended. The program is not "accountable." Indeed, because of the
simplistic "object and function" budgeting system used in allocation of funds, it is not possible to
determine, except in general, where the dollars really go.

This, then is the scope of the problem the Commission has attacked in its studies, hearings, and
lengthy deliberations. Under the instruction of the legislature, the hard-core questions to which we have
sought answers are:

12



1. What is a basic education program to which every child is entitled and for which the state
should provide its guarantee?

2. What resources of money, manpower, facilities, and equipment are required for local school
systems to meet educational demands?

3. What are the fiscal programs that will best enabie the state and the constituent local school
districts to meet basic educational costs?

4. What are the best means by which educational systems can be held accountable to the public for
educational quality in the public schools?

5. What indices provide the best means of continuous evaluation of the performance of the state's
educational system?

In our view, the primary objective of the common schools is a citizenry that is literate, ethically
responsible, physically sound, and self-supporting. Of course, much of the chance for meeting this
objective is determined by the home life of students and by the stimulation of the individual teacher.
Nonetheless, the extent of the state's support is also very important. We hold that every individual in the
state should be offered the opportunity of completing a state-supported curriculum, from grade K-12, or
the equivalent. Furthermore, regardless of a student's social, economic, or geographic circumstances, this
program should be of sufficient breadth and depth as to prepare him for admission to an institution of
higher learning or for entry-level employment and/or career training.

These must be considered far-reaching goals; there must be far-reaching efforts to meet them.



Chapter 2

WHAT IS A BASIC EDUCATION?

The First Extraordinary Session of the Legislature, i- 1969, again stressed the legislative intent to
provide equal educational opportunities to all of the state's common school youth. This charge was
construed by the Temporary Special Levy Study Commission as extending beyond the simple
specification of course offerings. It was assumed that education involves complex relationships among
students, teachers, and communities. Consequently, our findings and recommendations cover a spectrum
of concerns that is wide, but nonetheless "basic."

We were influenced in our deliberations by the state-wide conferences of community leaders
mentioned in the previous chapter. Also, in September of 1970 every school board chairman, district and
intermediate district superintendent, Parent Teacher Association Council president, Washington
Education Association president and Washington State Federation of Teachers president in the state was
asked to rank a list of criteria pertinent to basic education. In addition, scores of interviews were
conducted with government officials, businessmen, social-cultural agencies, students, and educational
authorities at all levels. Other states' analyses were studied, as was the work of prominent curriculum
authorities nationally. Finally, a detailed analysis of the entire common school program, district by
district, was performed for the Commission by the Battelle-Northwest research organization.

The bulk of the summary findings of the Battelle study will be found in Chapter 3, but as regards
curriculum, several data are pertinent here.

We found little difference, for example, in the reported elementary curriculum in various sizes of
school districts throughout the state. This probably can be attributed to the limited number of courses
possible at that level. Interestingly, team teaching was reported in use in only four percent of the
elementary schools. All others reported use of the self-contained classroom. The major variation in
programming in the elementary schools was the assignment of teachers to special subject areas such as
advanced or remedial mathematics or reading. Fewer of these courses were found in districts with fewer
than 1,600 students.

Of greater consequence, 140 districts in the state did not offer kindergarten. Most of these were
districts with fewer than 1,000 pupils, though one large district, Spokane, accounted for approximately 50
percent of the total number of children not included in kindergarten programs.

At the secondary level, major differences in both the number of subjects offered and the percentage
of enrollment in those subjects was reported among the various districts. There was a definite decline in
curriculum diversity as school district size decreased.

Junior high school students were enrolled in 6.4 subjects on the average. But the number of junior
high school (grades 7-9) subjects offered ranged from as few as 10 to as many as 135, according to district
size. In the upper limits, it should be noted, the large number of diverse courses offered were not
necessarily all at any one school; still, the differences are striking. State-wide the number of courses most
frequently given was 25, while in schools with over 1,600 students an offering of 35 subjects was most
frequently reported.

Within the junior high school curriculum, students were selecting courseloads, on an average, which
were 60 percent academic, 34 percent personal development (including physical education) and 6 percent
vocational-education.

Amoni high schools of the state, the disparity in the diversity of course offerings was even more
pronounced. Senior high school students took, on an average, 5.0 subjects each, but the number of senior
high school (grades 10-12) subjects reported by districts varied from 13 to 200. Districts with more than
1,600 students tended to offer about 55 subjects, while small districts tended to offer only 35 courses.

The student-chosen curricula in high schools state-wide were 60 percent academic, but only 25
percent personal development, and a compensating increase in vocational-education to 15 percent.

The Commission discovered, moreover, that the number of courses and general subject areas offered
in the middle-sized and larger districts of Washington has been increasing every year, yet it does not appear
that subject matter previously taught is dropped to make room for the new. The process is one of gradual,
constant accretion.

There may be several reasons for this ongoing expansion, but for the most part, the schools simply
are responding to both the well-founded and ill-founded demands of society for added realms of
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knowledge. Subjects of newly fashionable emphasis are added ad infinitum, and perhaps all of these
courses are worthwhile, but the value of setting prioritiesdeciding what is of most worth apparently is
fading in accepted importance.

At some pointwhether we have reached it is a questionthe satisfactory transmittal of
fundamentally important knowledge and skills may be sacrificed to the study of more modish, but less
worthy material. However, of greater immediate concern to this Commission are the high costs which may
be incurred because of course proliferation and specialization, especially when they are accompanied by
reduction in class sizes.

The increased costs are made evide it in two ways. First, additional staff must be recruited, or
presently employed staff must be retrained, so that specialized courses may be offered. Second, if
previously taught subject matter is not removed to make room for the new, over-all costs go up.

However, though it can be overdone, a certain amount of diversity in course offerings is valuable in
stimulating different kinds of students. While the larger schools may have trouble setting priorities, the
smaller schools do not even come close to equivalence in either the variety or depth of course work
available in the larger schools. This is not, of course, to generalize about the quality of teaching in either
size of school.

In any case, the content of curriculum does not alone comprise the description of a basic education
in the minds of the Commission or of the many other Wasningtonians we have interviewed. Before giving
our own recommendations, here is a consensus on a revised definition of basic education found among
educators and community leaders in the state:

1. There is agreement that the state should continue to set broad policy for the common school
program, and that specific policies, as well as implementation, should be the responsibility of
local districts.

2. Every child in the state, it is felt, should be furnished the opportunity to attend kindergarten.
3. There is no consensus on the value of providing compensatory educational programs for urban

and rural racial minority groups. The prevailing rural sentiment is definitely opposed.
4. Increased attention should be provided for the Ili...,..dicapped and the gifted.
5. Increased counseling, particularly vocational counseling, should be provided.
6. More attention should be given to vocational-technical training.
7. Community resources should be used to enhance the school curriculum.
8. Citizens strongly back more individualized instruction.
9. Frce transportation should be made available for any student who lives more than two miles

irom his school.
10 The state should supply free textbooks and required instructional materials for all students.
1 L Most of the people questioned by the Commission believed that the community and the

students, as well as the teachers and administrators, should be included in development of
school district policies.

Commission Recommendations
Given the above backglound, the Commission has tried to outline the components of the basic

education which Washington State should support in its school districts. In our view, a basic education
concerns curriculum and instruction, attention for special groups of students, student services that are
vital to the utility of the over-all program, instructional materials, and staffing.

1. The state should support a K-12 curriculum which is broadly specified at the state
level and defined in detail at the local level.

Every school district should be responsible to the state for conducting a K-12 basic
education which offers every student 13 years or their equivalent of systematic
and sequential instruction in the language arts, social sciences, sciences, and
mathematics. Skills in these areas are generally requisite for individuals to become
literate and self-supporting. Vocational-technical education should be provided for at
least grades 7-12, since skills in this area are crucial for certain individuals to become
self-supporting. Recognizing the causal relationship between the early development of
motor skills and skills involved in reading, writing, and computation, we believe that
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physical education should be required in at least K-9, and because of the crucial
importance of physical well-being to long-term achievement, physical education
should be encouraged in later years as well. Further, at a time when young people
must become responsible for their own physical well-being, we recommend that at
least one course in health education be required. Instruction in the several arts should
be available to students in both elementary and secondary school.

Of course, we recognize that the specific content of the subject matter and the curricular sequences
of the basic education which we urge should be determined at the local level, as should teaching
methodology and staffing patterns. Moreover, while we refer to "years" and "grade levels," this language
should be construed only as a guide since school districts may wish to employ a continuous progress
program which has only an indirect relationship to "years" and "grade levels."

Above and beyond the minimal requirements we have proposed, each district should be responsible
for defining what constitutes a basic education for that district. Thus, a district might wish to offer
instruction in areas that are important to it in addition to those that are considered mandatory by the
Commission. However, since financial resources are not sufficiti: to support all of the instructional areas
and activities which local districts might offer, each district must establish priorities as to those for which
they will use state support. Some districts will want to offer programs and activities in addition to those
that receive full state support, but in such cases they will have to call upon their own resources to finance
them. (See Figure 3, below.)

Figure 3

EDUCATION PROGRAM ELEMENTS
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LOCAL OPTIONS

L SPECIAL LOCAT
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LOCAL SPECIAL LEVIES

In any case, local districts should develop their own performance-based objectives for their students,

covering all subjects. These objectives should supplement the state assessment program (see Chapter 4),
and the results should be made available to local citizens as well as to state officials.

State support for the fundamental approach to curriculum outlined here may be based on a per-pupil

guarantee, a ratio of students to certified personnel, or any other reasonable plan, but the integrity of the
approach should be maintained.

2. We recommend that kindergarten be included in the state-supported program and
offered in all districts except where the Superintendent of Public Instructioil decides
it would work an extreme transportation hardship upon the students.
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We know that transportation distance and times may be so great in some areas that the benefits of a
kindergarten program might be nullified; consequently, an exemption is recommended for hardship
situations. However, research shows that sound early childhood programs can minimize the need for
remedial training later on; thus in most cases, kindergarten should be required.

The cost of the expanded kindergarten program is estimated at $2.5 million, not including

transportation.

3. Instructional progrians should be individualized to improve learning and to assist
students in developing a strong and positive self-concept.

4. Use of community resources should be encouraged to enhance the curricula offered
within the schools. These resources should include parents as well as experts from
business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other appropriate areas.

5. A student voice in planning instructional programs should be encouraged if the
curriculum is to be pertinent to student concerns, and if students are to gain a sense
of responsibility for their own learning and social behavior.

6. Exemplary research and development programs in the local districts should be
backed by the state through a funding of 0.5 percent of the total general fund
support for K-12 programs.

Funding in the first year or two would be at the 0.1 percent level and gradually increased to 0.5; or,
under the current budget, $1.5 million. No money for this sort of activity is available today, yet only
through applied research can we hope to achieve long-term solutions to most of our-educational problems.

Needless to say, the state would have to establish a procedure for determining what local research
and development projects were approved. Priorities would have to be set and an effort made to assure that
local projects were not duplicating the work of other state or Federal projects.

7. All practical steps should be taken to provide enlarged and enriched program for
disadvantaged youth. The appropriate weighting factor in the state's formula should
be increased from 0.1 times 25 percent of the disadvantaged students to 0.2 times
100 percent of the disadvantaged students. These funds should be set aside by the
state to be awarded on an approved program basis to those districts making a distinct
effort in this area. Current Urban Racial Disadvantaged funds would be included in
this program.

In 1968-69, only $837,000 was distributed to school districts by the disadvantaged factor of the
apportionment category; most of that amount went to the large districts. Seattle received 29 percent. The
eightfold increase recommended would bring the total distributed by the formula in this category to
$6.7 million.

8. Programs for the gifted should be expanded throughout the state.

The gifted are a resource of immense significance to the prosperity and social and cultural vitality of
the state. It is as important for these young people to develop to their fullest potential as it is for
disadvantaged youth to realize theirs, yet the present program for the gifted in the state shows only a
nodding awareness of the opportunity available. The appropriation for the gifted in the current biennium
is $461,370, based on $5 for every 20th child, or only one twentieth of one percent of the standard
entitlement in the K-12 program. In 1969-70 there was only one program receiving more than $10,000,
and most received less than $1,000. We recommend funding of the gifted program at $2 million a year, so
long as this funding is not subtracted from general funds apportioned to the districts.

New projects should be constructed locally for approval by the state.
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9. Programs for the handicapped should be continued, though, as has been indicated,
with closer evaluation.

There are 12 different handicapped conditions recognized and aided by the state, yet no information
is available as to how funds are used in the respective programs, each of which has different costs

associated with it.

10. Vocational education should be emphasized in the common schools.

fir

The question of exact weighting in the apportionment formula is discussed later (Chapter 3), but in
any case, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction should consider at least two criteria in
ganting vocational weighting: 1) the actual cost of the proposed vocational program; and 2) the district's
willingness to work cooperatively with other schools, az,encies, and businesses to sponsor joint programs.
The object of the second criterion is to discourage wasteful duplication of facilities.

11. Transportation costs for all students should be supported by the state at 100
percent, rather than at 90 percent, as such service is vital to providing a basic
education to many. Moreover, new criteria should be established for deciding what
actual amount of the transportation costs will be covered by the state.

In 1968-69 the present unrealistically low criteria resulted in average payments of only 73 percent of
districts' transportation costs, rather than 90 percent. The principal reason for the difference between the

approval level and the actual level is the low salary basis for approval (which essentially means approval of

bus drivers' salaries). In 1968-69 the basis was $3.39 per hour versus an average actual salary of $3.96 per

hour in the state.
The payment of all transportation costs in 1968-69 would have cost the state an additional $8.28

million. Small districts would have benefited more than larger districts.

12. Certificated counselors are needed in each district, at least one for every 300
elementary school children and one for every 400 secondary school students.

13. Textbooks and instructional materials should be provided free for all public
school students in required courses.

Supply of free textbooks and other materials is practiced in some local districts, but not in others.
This recommendation seeks to assure that no student will be penalized because he cannot afford the
instructional tools for required classwork. However, selection of textbooks would remain a prerogative of
the local school districts.

Figure 4, following, depicts the various elements of the basic education program as recommended by
the Comrnission.
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Chapter 3

COSTS AND FUNDING

Section 1: Details of the Local Situation
This section expands upon some of the statistical data mentioned in general in Chapter One. A still

much more extensive analysis is found in the commonality studies in the technical reports.

School District Composition
The State of Washington is characterized by many small districts with few students and a few large

districts with many students. There were 326 districts in the 1968-69 school year. Fewer than 5 percent
of these (15) had more than 10,000 students, yet they contained 47 percent of the total students enrolled
in the state.

On the other hand, 45 percent of the districts (148) had fewer than 500 students enrolled, and 25
percent had fewer than 200 students. However, these districts had among them only 4 percent of the
state's students. In fact, there were 4 urban districts each of which was larger than the combined
enrollment of the generally rural 148. A breakdown of school district size characteristics is shown in the
following table and Figure 5.

1968-69 SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY SIZE

Enrollment No. of Districts
No. without
High School

Total
Enrollment

20,000 or more 6 0 233,508
10,000-19,999 9 0 122,809
5,000- 9,999 20 0 138,658
2,600- 4,999 30 1 104,313
1,600- 2,599 25 0 53,274
1,000- 1,599 28 1 35,019

500- 999 60 2 43,071
200- 499 65 15 21,316

Less than 200 83 58 6,809

Total 326 77 758,777

It should be noted here that the above enrollment figures are for "average annual enrollment." The
term should be distinguished from the "weighted student" term used in calculating the state's
apportionment formula (see Chapter 1) which is strictly a device for adding to the cost of a student the
extra costs of such factors as handicaps, vocational training, etc.

Many of the smaller districts provide an elementary school program only, and send their students to
high schools in nearby districts. There were 77 such nonhigh school districts in 1968-69, and all but 4
enrolled fewer than 500 students each. In fact, 70 percent of the districts having fewer than 200 students
had no high school.

Significantly, a wide variation exists among districts as to assessed valuation per pupil. Valuation of
course, is the basis for much of the local funding support, including special levies, to the schools. The
variation in our study of valuations per pupil ranged enormously, from a low of $25 per pupil to a high of
$169,000 per pupil. Districts with more than 10,000 students had assessed valuations per pupil roughly
comparable with those of the intermediate sized districts; a few exceptions had higher valuations. Even
given the exceptions, the highest valuations in the state were found in districts with fewer than 1,000
students.

However, while the highest valuation levels are found in the small districts, the lowest levels are also
found in that category. So pronounced among the small districts, the degree of variation in valuation per
pupil tends to diminish as districts increase in size.
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Funding Pattern
In terms of funding, the amounts granted per pupil by the state tend to increase with decreasing

school district size. In our study, those districts with more than 20,000 students averaged only $410 per

student; at the other extreme, those with fewer than 200 students averaged $498 per student.
As noted earlier, it is partly as a result of this situation that the districts larger than 10,000 students

requir.; substantially higher special levies than do smaller districts. In the over-10,000 group, the levies in

1968-69 averaged $150 per student, compared with less than $50 per student in districts with enrollments

between 500 and 5,000. Special levies in districts smaller than 500 students averaged more than this, but
still only $90. On a millage basis, special levies in districts larger than 10,000 students average two to three
times those of the under-500 category.

All in all, local funds carry more of the school costs in both the very large and very small districts. In

districts over 20,000, local funds amounted to an average of $135 per student; in districts under 200, they

were $232 per student. In the middle sized districts-2,600 to 5,000the local fund contribution was $92

per student.

School Costs
Total costs per pupil (i.e., including all funds) are generally higher in districts with more Lhan 10,000

students than in districts having between 500 and 10,000. Districts smaller than 500 tend to have the

highest costs of all.
The average per-pupil expenditure in the state (1968-69) was $662. Eighty percent of the school

districts larger than 1,000 students spent between $560 and $1,080 per pupil, and 50 percent spent
between $600 and $800 per pupil. All 25 high school districts smaller than 200 students spent more than

$770 per student, and 10 spent $1,000 per student.
Just as variation in valuation was generally greatest among the small districts, so the small nonhigh

school districts exhibit the most variability in expenditure levels. Fifteen districts in this category spend

less than $550 per pupil and 41 districts spend more than $700 per pupil. The connection with valuation
levels becomes obvious when one notes that the 21 nonhigh school districts spending more than $1,060
per student have an average assessed valuation 8 times the state average, while the 15 nonhigh school
districts spending less than $550 per student typically have a very low valuation; only one such district is

substantially above average valuation.
The primary reasons for the high costs of the small districts (low pupil-teacher ratios) and of the

large districts (high salaries) were cited earlier. The salaries of teachers and other certificated staff
(administrators, librarians, counselors, etc.) tend to increase with increasing school district size, a relatively
constant characteristic over the past four years.

Another major cost for the small districts is transportation; the costs of principals, libraries,
counseling, and extracurricular activities are other major secondary cost factors in the large districts.
Maintenance and operating costs per pupil were higher in both large and small districts than in the
intermediate districts.

Salaries, particularly teachers' salaries, are the biggest cost factor in all schools, regardless of size.
School districts in the Puget Sound area tend to have higher over-all salaries than in other parts of the
state. State-wide, salaries for all certificated personnel have increased 28.7 percent in the past 4 years, a
growth reasonably consistent with that of other professions. Certificated staff salaries in Washington
compare favorably, but are not out of line with those of other states, including those in the West.

Staffmg Patterns
School districts with more than 1,600 students, we found, tend to have similar staffing patterns.

Major differences begin to appear in high school districts smaller than 1,600 and are quite apparent in
both high school and nonhigh school districts smaller than 1,000 students.

State-wide the average number of students per teacher and students per certificated staff (teachers
and administrators together) is 24.8 and 19.5 respectively. There are an average of 14.2 students per total
staff (certificated and noncertificatedthe latter being secretaries, maintenance men, etc.). These ratios
have dropped less than one half student each in the past four years. In our study, the districts with more
than 1,600 students tended to follow these averages quite closely.

Our study also found 91 districts, all smaller than 1,000 students, with fewer than 20 students per
teacher. In high school districts with fewer than 200 students there were only 14.4 students per teacher on
the average. Yet nonhigh school districts of this size averaged 20.6 students per teacher.
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Only one district larger than 1,000 students (South Kitsap) had more than 30 students per teacher in
1968-69. This district lost its special levy for that year.

The major inconsistency in the staffing pattern of districts above 1,600 students occurred in the ratio
of teachers to other certificated staff. In districts larger than 10,000 students this ratio tended to be lower
in elementary schools than in secondary schools. That is, there was a proportionately greater usage of
nonteaching certificated staff in elementary schools than in secondary schools. The reverse was true in
smaller districts.

Among the school staffs state-wide, teachers represented 58.4 percent of the total. This percentage
dropped off in small districts, and there were 63 such districts where teachers accounted for less than 50
percent of the total staff.

The use of part-time certificated staff and teacher's aides increased substantially in small districts. In
high school districts with fewer than 200 students, they represent 12.6 percent of the staff, and in
nonhigh school districts of the same size they represent 7.8 percentstill substantially above the state
average of 4.7 percent.

A higher percentage of classified employees (noncertificated) were used by small districts, primarily,
it seems, for transportation services.

Teacher Utilization
It was clear from our analysis that teachers in smaller schools tend to have a greater teaching burden

than teachers in larger districts, despite their typically lower pay and, in the case of elementary school
teachers, equal experience. In our findings, the average number of classroom contact hours a teacher had
with students varied from 889 hours a year in districts larger than 20,000 students to 1,089 hours in
districts smaller than 200 students (900 hours represent 5 one-hour periods per day per year). The state
average was 943 contact hours per year.

There are indications that principals and other certificated nonteacher staff in small districts perform
as teachers on a part-time basis in order to relieve the burden on full-time teachers.

Not only do small district teachers spend more time in class than do large district teachers, the
secondary teachers in small districts teach a greater variety of courses each day. State-wide, junior high
school teachers in our survey taught 3.0 different subjects and senior high teachers taught 3.3 different
subjects. By comparison, secondary teachers in school districts with fewer than 200 students taught 4.8
and 5.9 different subjects in the respective grade groups.

Teacher Experience
The average experience and education level of teachers tends to decrease with decreasing size of

districts. This corresponds with an increased turnover rate in the smaller districts.
The experience and education level of elementary teachers varies less in different size districts than

does that of other teachers. The average level in the largest districts is virtually the same as that in districts
with fewer than 200 students.

In fact, in districts smaller than 1,600 students, elementary teachers tend to have a higher experience
and preparation level than do either junior high or senior high school teachers. On the average state-wide,
all sized districts, the junior high teachers have a lower experience and education level than elementary
teachers, while senior high teachers rank higher in this category than either elementary or jonior high
teachers.

Teacher turnover per year is higher in the smaller districts, averaging nearly 45 percent in districts
with fewer than 200 students, and only 15 percent in districts with enrollments surpassing 1,600. The
turnover rate has been nearly constant for all sizes of districts during the past four years.

Section 2: Allocating the Money
The state apportionment procedure essentially performs two functions (at least in theory): 1) it tells

the state how to distribute its funds to the districts; and 2) it tells the state how much money the districts
need in order to cover a program of "basic education." The guarantee is, in effect, the state's statement of
what it will take to provide that basic education for each weighted pupil in the state.

The Commission carefully considered the efficacy of the present formula of weighting to see if,
indeed, the allocation is equitable. Of course, it must be strongly emphasized that the apportionment
formula itself does not create funds, and cannot; it only distributes the funds the legislature appropriates.
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But while reslicing the pie will not make the pie any larger, it can make certain that each share is

more fairly apportioned.
Under the current weighting system:

An elementary pupil is weighted 1.0. This is the base weight; every full-time student gets at least
this much value in the formula.

o Each secondary school student receives an additional weighting of 0.3.
Each full-time equivalent student in approved vocational classes receives an additional weighting
of 1.0.
Culturally disadvantaged students receive an additional weighting of 0.1 times 25 percent of the
total disadvantaged students fai an approved program.
Staff gives additional weighting to a given district's weighted pupil total according to a staff
weighting factor based on training and experience, since salary schedules generally reflect these
criteria. The staff factor is supposed to help account for varying salary costs of the districts.
Districts with "remote and necessary" elementary schools and/or small high schools receive an
added weighting whici varies according to a rather elaborate state schedule.

Hence, a secondary school student in an approved vocational education course, assuming he did not
also happen to fall under any other weighting categories, would be weighted at 2.3, but only before the
staff weighting factor was added in.

In fact, we have found that the staff weighting factor is key. In 1968-69, all factors together were
responsible for a total of weighted pupils in the state 29 percent above the total of actual students. The
staff factor, along with the secondary factor, contributed most to the additional weighting.

Once the students are weighted and the guarantee per weighted pupil is determined for a particular
year, each district is accorded its proper amount, minus 85 percent of the local funds which are available
to it. Local funds include regular property tax revenue, but not revenue from special levies, and income
from the one percent real estate excise tax. The 85 percent figure is the "leeway factor" mentioned in
Chapter 1, and the 15 percent allowed the local district is called "leeway."

There is one other current calculation which can affect the amount the local district must subtract
from the state guarantee. This is the adjustment of the local property tax income from whatever level it is
assessed in practice to the amount that would be raised if all property were assessed at the constitutionally
required 50 percent of true and fair value. The difference between 100 percent of value of all properties in
the county as determined by the state and the actual assessments of all properties is called the "county
ratio," and in practical terms it means that if you are unlucky enough to be in cLarge of a school district
in a county where the assessor is refusing to assess at the required 50 percent level, the state figures that is
mostly your problem. The existence of some "leeway" (1 f. percent) in the formula helps a bit, but not
nearly enough. This is a clear inequity, since the school districts have no legal roleand seldom any
political voicein setting county assessment policies.

Besides the apportionment fund, there are of course, separate accounts used to allocate funds for
handicapped programs, vocational education, adult education, transportation, driver training, and special
plograms such as those in state institutions. Also, the state collects two mills of property tax (1.2 mills in
nonhigh school districts) at the full 50 percent assessment level and returns these funds directly to the
school district. This round-about allocation is a tacit, but clear, admission by the state that the regular
local property tax is not adequate for the local districts. It admits the problem, but it does not really solve it.

A breakdown of all state funds is shown here for the school year 1968-69:6

6 The amount of entitlement based on contracts for the 1970-71 distributed to the local school districts is $47,609,000.
The amount they will receive during this fiscal year is:

83% of $47,609,000 = $39,515,470
17% of the previous year or $30,477,000 = $ 5,181,090

$44,696,560

The URD appropriation is $6,054,000 for the 1969-71 biennium.
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State Apportionment (the guarantee)
Vocational-Technical Schools
State Institutions
Adult Education
Handicapped
Transportation
Driver Training
State Property Tax (2 mills)
Other State Funds

Total

Millions
of

Dollars

$248.6
3.9
2.6
0.5

14.9
18.7

2.5
26.2

3.2

$321.1

The state apportionment, which in 1968-69 produced a guarantee of $368 per weighted pupil, is
generally thought of and used as the main factor in balancing expenditures with revenue, but in reality 1he
guarantee also effectively sets the minimum cost per pupil for the basic education which the state will
support. Built into it are the fundamental cost levels for staff salaries, other school district costs, and
student-teacher ratios, which the state apparently considers adequate.

How satisfactory is it?
To help answer this question, the Commission needed a streamlined way to calculate costs of

education as they manifest themselves in actual district situations. An extensive analysis was made of
teachers' salaries and then of all costs other than teachers' salaries. Some of the latter costs related to
teaching, such as the costs of teacher aides, teacher benefits, textbooks and supplies; some related to the
school itself, such as the principal's salary, the library, and counseling; and some related to the district,
such as the superintendent's office, maintenance, and operations. These were costed out according to
dollars per pupil and as a percentage of total "indirect costs" (costs other than teachers' salaries).7

7
Average

Dollars per Pupil
Percent of Total
Indirect Costs

Average
Dollars per Pupil

Percent of Total
Indirect Costs

Costs Related to Teaching Costs Related to School District
Teacher Benefits 16.5 5.0 School Board 1.3 0.3
Noncertificated Teachers 1.3 0.3 Superintendent's Office 19.0 5.8
Teacher Aides 7.5 2.3 Administration of Instruction 8.6 2.6
Supplies and Materials 12.2 3.7 Pupil Services 8.0 2.4
Textbooks 6.7 2.0 Food Services 30.7 9.3
Contracted Services 1_6 0.3 Operation 56.0 17.0
Capital Outlay 6.5 2.0 Maintenance 20.3 6.2
Travel 1.0 0.3 Audio-Visual 5.2 1.6

Educational TV 0.7 0.2
Subtotal $53.0 16.0% Miscellaneous 1.4 0.3

Subtotal $151.0 46.0%

Costs Related to School Transportation , $41.0 12.0%

Principal 42.2 12.8
Library - Books 4.5 1.4

Other 15.3 4.6
Counseling 12.1 3.7
Extracurricular 4.5 1.4
Cf-pital Outlay 7.0 2.1

Subtotal $86.0 26.0%

On this list, it should be noted that food services and transportation are somewhat irrelevant to our cost analysis, since food
services tend to be self-supporting and transportation is funded out of a special state account.
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Comparisons were made with the costs of teachers' salaries and it was discovered repeatedly that a
multiplication of 1.75 times teachers' salaries, divided by the number of students per teacher, would
provide an accurate total of a district's overall costs. The correlation of teachers' salaries to other costs
was very close; given one, you could find out the other. In fact, according to our statistical analyses, a
ratio of teacher salary costs to total costs or a ratio of all certificated staff costs would work almost
equally wel1.9

An analysis which figured the indirect costs on a dollars-per-pupil basis was considered, but was
discarded when it turned out to be substantially less reliable as an indicator of total costs than was the
ratio analysis. The variability of indirect costs expressed as dollars per pupil was over three times the
variability of the costs expressed as a ratio of salary costs to total costs.

Consideration also was given to costing basic education with a programmatic measure; i.e. , how much
does each course cost? However, to answer that question requires answers to other questions, such as,
what is the teacher's salary?; how many different subjects does the teacher teach?; and how many students
can there be in the classroom? Such elements are far more crucial than those of books, materials, supplies,
and so forth. The subject does not cost money. The teacher is what costs money. Therefore we fall back
to the ratio of students per teacher as our standard measure for educational costs.

If then, we take the costs of a basic education to be those currently expended, we can make an
equation of what a state guarantee would be, as follows:

Guarantee = (Number of Students per Teacher)
(Salary Level) x (Total Costs/Salary Costs)

This equation should be able to tell us the basic education costs of a teacher's average salary or the
number of pupils per teacher which should characterize the typical staffing pattern. Or it can be turned
around to tell us what a state guarantee would be using this approach.9

Thus, using 1) the average 1969-70 teacher salary level in the state$9,338, 2) a total cost per
district of 1.75 times the teacher's salary, and 3) 30 students per teacher, the guarantee would be:

Guarantee
($9'338) (1.75) $54530

In fact, of course, the 1969-70 guarantee was only $371. According to our calculations, if the schools

had lived with this as their working definition of adequate basic education, something would have had to
give. Either teachers would have had salary cuts or there would have had to be a new student-teacler
ratio: specifically, 44 students to a classroom.10 Clearly, the state is not meeting its constitutional charge.

The salient reason for the failure of the state guarantee to reflect true basic education costs is the

apportionment formula's "staff characteristics" weighting factor. This factor simply is not sufficient at
present to reflect the importance of salaries as the chief determinant of over-all costs. One way to correct
this failing would be to increase the staff characteristics factor. Another and possibly superior approach

would be to use the formula employed by the Commission to calculate over-all costs, and then apply its
result against the state guarantee. A minimum state salary (determined by the Superintendent of Public
Instruction) would be multiplied by 1.75 and divided by the desired number of pupils per teacher. A
reasonable number of students might be 30.11 This would provide the minimum guarantee figure. Then,

8 If certificated staff salaries (those of teachers and most administrators combined) are used, then the staff factor in the
apportionment formula would have to be described in terms of certificated staff as well. Between the certificated ratio and
the teachers' ratio, the variability in outcome is only about 15 percent, and most of this is found hi the small districts.
Either ratio tends to be slightly higher %in both large and small districts. The resultant inequities, if any, in small districts
could be accommodated by other means, such as "remote and necessary" funds.
A ratio characteristic of intermediate sized districts was selected for the comparisons cited here. A ratio based on teachers'
salaries was selected because it more nearly represents the direct costs of education.

9 The Commission was not unanimous in its support of this approach.

19 The staff characteristics weighting factor, which effectively adds money to the basic guarantee, would have reduced this
figure somewhat.

11 There is no consensus on what is the ideal average class size. As a matter of practice, however, only one district over
1,000 students in state has a student-teacher ratio of over 30. Therefore, 30 seems a reasonable minimum figure.
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in the case of each district the actual average salary level would be computed and the difference made to
the guarantee would be added to that district's state funding.

Thus, let us say in 1969-70 a reasonable minimum salary of $6,500 would have been selected.
Multiplied by 1.75 and divided by 30, the minimum guarantee would have been $379, and then each
district wouid receive extra funds to the degree its average salary level was above the minimum.

Of course, the problem with simply guaranteeing state aid to meet the salary levels that exist on the
district level is that the state would have no control over how high those levels might go. Consequently,
the Commission considered at some length the possibility of a state salary schedule; i.e., a uniform pay
scale for the teachers of the state.

Since the salary study conducted for the Commission by Battelle showed that on the average, recent
increases in teachers' salaries are not out of line with increases enjoyed elsewhere and among other
professionals in this area, the over-all effect of negotiating salaries in each district can be said to have
worked reasonably well. However, the present system does not force the legislature to come to grips with
this extremely important cost factor. Consequently, state funding of actual school costs has lagged and
soaring special levies have resultFA.

In the view of the Commission, the problem of excessive special levies will persist until the state
legislature provides both the money to pay teachers' salaries and a mechanism for keeping salaries
up to date.

If this were done, some districts might submit levies to fund particular programs or to allow
lower-than-average class sizes, but the defeat of such levies would not deprive any student of a "basic
education." Among the other advantages of a state salary schedule is the fact that the local school boards
would be relieved of the burden of salary negotiations, for which they often are unprepared. It also would
eliminate unjustified salary differences between large and small districts, thereby placing the small districts
in a more competitive position. As it is, salary maximums and averages both tend to decrease with
decreasing school district size.

Although it seems quite evidently desirable to give the state control over salaries and thereby
facilitate full state assumption of the costs of basic education, we recognize that some problems might
arise with as a result of a state salary schedule. The budgeting cost would be very high, for example, if the
state were to subsidize districts whose current salaries might be higher than the approved schedule.

The Commission believes that further study is required to determine such questions as:

What salary ranges and intermediate steps would constitute an equitable salary schedule at this
time, and how much would such a schedule cost?
Should districts with salaries higher than the state schedule be subsidized until the schedule
catches up to them?
Should there be a cost-of-living adjustment according to differences in local economic
conditions?
Should the state schedule be mandatory, including salary maximums, or should local districts be
allowed to pay higher salaries through special levy funding?
What would be the impact of a salary schedule for certificated personnel upon other staff

salaries?
What would comprise the new salary negotiation process, and particularly, what would be the
role of the legislature?

Commission Recommendations

1. The concept of the state apportionment formula is sound and should be retained.

The factors in the formula are what require modification. The present formula offers a means of
compensating special student needs as a way of equalizing educational opportunity and of adjusting to the
fmancial abilities of local districts to support their programs. The flexibility of the formula allows for
reviews such as this one and for changes in weighting that reflect changed priorities.
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2. The secondary weighting factor should be eliminated.

The present 0.3 extra weighting has the effect of deemphasizing elementary education vis vis

secondary school education. Yet a growing body of evidence points to the importance of the early years

of learning in shaping ultimate potentialities.
Furthermore, weighting the secondary school student more than the elementary school student

stimulates districts to set their funding priorities accordingly, even though discretionary use of these funds
is intended. In our examination of costs in the state, the costs of secon6ary programs were 40 percent
above those of elementary programs. We believe this trend should have no further encouragement.

In our studies, we also found that secondary teaching costs and textbook costs were 20 percent
greater than those of elementary programs, chiefly because of higher teacher salaries. However, teacher
salary differentials are adjusted elsewhere by the modified staff characteristics.

It should be said that elimination of the secondary factor is based on the assumption of an increased
state guarantee. Given such as increase, the secondary factor elimination would have little net effect on
most districts, since the proportion of secondary to elementary students is fairly constant across the state.
It is true that nonhigh school districts would benefit more than others, but there are relatively few of
them (77) and most have suL,h high valuations on property that they receive nothing from the
apportionment formula anyway.

The Commission is convinced of the need for school district reorganization and recommends a
four-year period during which this should be accomplished.12 At the minimum, nonhigh school districts
should consolidate with high school districts. Until they have consolidated, nonhigh school districts should
be required to pay the full pro rata student cost of educating their children in the receiving high school
district. As an additional incentive to consolidation, the Superintendent of Public Instruction should be
authorized to withhold the dollar difference between what the nonhigh districts would have received per
elementary student under the old formula's secondary factor and what they would get under the new
factor.

3. The vocational weighting factor should remain 1.0. This is the maximum funding
level for vocational programs, however, and only the demonstrated excess costs for
vocational education should be funded.

According to 1968-69 reported costs and student hours in vocational education, the weighting factor
should have been only 0.29. If the secondary weighting factor were to remain at 0.3, there would be no
need for the vocational factor at all. However, the Commission questions the adequacy of the data on
which this conclusion was reached. (We understand that better data are becoming available.) Furthermore,
we feel that the vocational side of common school programs needs further emphasis, and so we
recommend the continued 1.0 weighting.

However, we believe a more careful accounting of true costs is needed in the vocational area.
Although t1.3re ceems to be little variation among different sized districts as to percentages of students
taking vocational training, or among levels of expenditure on such training, there are substantial
differences among individual districts. Also, costs among the vocational courses fluctuate considerably.
Some which utilize large class sizes (home economics or typing, for instance) cost no more than academic
courses; and, it turns out, such relatively inexpensive courses dominate the vocational curriculum.
Consequently, the state should require ample evidence of high costs in vocational programs before districts
are granted extra vocational weighting in the apportionment formula.

4. Leeway should be eliminated and the state should subtract 100 percent, rather
than 85 percent, of local funds from the guarantee.

At 85 percent, this factor most benefits districts with high assessed valuation, notably a few of the
larger districts and most of the very small districts. However, as just noted, many of the small districts
have such high assessed valuation that even subtracting only 85 percent of their funds does not help them,
since they are not eligible for state aid through the present apportionment formula anyway.

At 100 percent, this factor would affect all districts equally. One effect of the leeway was to help

12 See technical report sections dealing with effect of school district size and guidelines for school district reorganization.
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those districts whose assessments were set below the state's assumed level. However, if file county ratio is
eliminated, the need for leeway will disappear.

5. The adjustment of actual assessment levels to an assumed 50 percent level by the
use of the county ratio should be eliminated.

It is unfair effectively to penalize a school district for a failing of the county assessor, an official over
whom the district has no legal control. If the legislature wants to control assessing practices, it has more
direct means at its disposal. Districts could lose a substantial amount of money if the county assessment
level is decreased, particularly if the property tax base increases at the same time.

With the elimination of the county ratio, districts with high assessed value would tend to benefit
most, but the concomitant elimination of leeway would help offset this advantage.

6. The state-collected two mills of property tax should be eliminated. To compensate,
local millage should be set at seven mills instead of six.

In the past, when school districts collected on a 25 percent base and the state collected on a 50
percent base, the two mills collected by the state doubled the amount available to school districts (given
the artificially low ^ounty assessment rates, the state's revenue, in practice, averaged about 2.5 times the
amount that two mills would have raised at the local level). In 1968-69, the state's two mills raised
$26.2 million.

However, there is less advantage to school districts in collecting the two mills at the state level now
that the local assessment level has been doubled.

7. A state-wide salary schedule should be considered, but further study is required
before making a fmal decision.

8. Should the legislature not adopt a state-wide salary schedule immediately, there is
compelling need for revising the staff characteristics weighting table to reflect more
adequately actual salary conditions.

Furthermore, monies appropriated by the legislature for salary increase purposes should be
distributed through this characteristics table rather than outside the formula.

9. In addition to the changes proposed above, the Commission also has recommended
a new disadvantaged factor, the same vocational factor, new criteria for reimbursing
transportation costs, kindergarten, exemplary research and development projects,
expanded gifted child education programs, and funding at the present level for
handicapped programs.

These recommendations are covered in Chapter 2.

10. In the case of any substantial change in the formula, actual implementation
should be delayed one year from adoption to permit local districts time to plan
adequately.

How irs.Ach will the new state program recommended by the Commission cost?
To determine the over-all effect of these recommendations both on the state and on local school

districts, four basic alternatives were compared: 1) how districts were actually funded in the 1968-69
school year (the year for which complete data were available); 2) how districts would have been funded
assuming a formula based on Commission recommendations and reimbursement for actual teacher salaries;
3) how districts would have been funded assuming a formula based on Commission recommendations and

incorporating new staff weighting factors more closely approximating actual salaries; and 4) how districts
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would have been funded assuming a formula based on Commission recomnimdations and a state-wide
salary schedule.

For purposes of this analysis, a state-wide salary schedule was assumed with a 1969-70 minimum
teacher salary of $6,500. Three salary schedule ranges were considered: 1) a maximum salary 2.0 times
the minimum (or $13,000); 2) a maximum 1.95 times the minimum; and 3) a maximum 1.90 times the
minimum. Further, it was assumed that school districts with salary schedules higher than the state
schedule would be subsidized by the state until such time as the state schedule caught up to them. In
other words, districts would be reimbursed based upon the state schedule or their actual salaries,
whichever was grenter.

Table 1, which follows, indicates that the actual 1968-69 costs were $332.4 million. Had the state
utilized the Commission's recommendations, including a student-teacher ratio of 30 to 1, and employed
actual salaries in the formula, the costs would have been $391.5 million, Using the new staff weighting
factors as proposed by the Joint Committee on Education in association with the Commission's
recommendations, the costs would have been $383.5 million. The various salary schedule alternatives
ranged from $401.3 million to $408.6 million.

Table 1

STATE COSTS

Formula Based on State Costs
(Millions of Dollars)

1968-69 Actual Distribution $332.4
Alternative Methods

Actual Salaries 391.5
New Staff Weighting Factors 383.5

Salary Schedule 1.90 Range 401.3
1.95 Range 404.6
2.0 Range 408.6



Chapter 4

ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The Temporary Special Levy Study Commission set out to define "basic education" and then to
develop a more equitable formula for funding it through state aid, hoping thereby to lessen the need for
special levies. Obviously, additional state commitment of funds is also needed.

However, as a practical matter, most observers expect special levies of some amount to be with us for
a long while. Greater state aid and an improved apportionment formula alone will not get them a warmer
reception from the public, because the people and their representatives are becoming increasingly
sophisticated about education and are demanding more and more of it. They particularly want to know
that every dollar of tax money is spent wisely.

In the short run, moreover, an economic recession and something approaching a tax revolt make it all
the more imperative that educators be extremely well prepared to defend their budgets. If they are not,
they may face the fate of certain communities in Ohio and Missouri, where defeated levies have led to
shortened school terms and staff pay c ats.

Unhappily, no state, including Washington, is able to give the public adequate information necessary
to explain fully the need for higher levels of support for education. The data, and the tools to get them,
are not available. Generally speaking, there are too few sophisticated measures for educators to use in
evaluating the schools' performance and in making improvements, and there are too few ways for voters
and their representatives to learn about either the performance or the improvements.

The Commission reached this conclusion through the "Washington State Inventory of School Quality
Measures," a study to find out how much our schools know about themselves and their products, the
students.

The inventory "instrument" (survey) was carefully prepared and circulated among leading educators.
It covered four major areas: finances and economics (expenditures and revenue); personnel; program,
curriculum, and process (what is offered and how many students use it); product, special recogrdtion, and
behavior (how well the students test, achieve distinctions, and discipline themselves).

Data were collected from 72 percent of the school superintendents in the state (319), 27 percent of
the school directors, 44 percent of the Washington Education Association unit presidents, 24 percent of
the Washington State Federation of Teachers unit presidents, and 45 percent of the Parent Teachers
Association presidents. Students themselves would have been contacted, had it not been necessary to
gather the data during the summer vacation period. Relatively little response came from those school
districts with fewer than 200 pupils (35 percent), but all 38 of the state's largest districts provided data.

From the study it was found that a wide variety of quality measures are employed in the state; 75
percent of districts use at least the following:

1. Number of course offerings in total curriculum.
2. Teacher-pupil ratio.
3. Accreditation of secondary schools.
4. Percentage of students entering college.
5. Availability of psychological and counseling services.
6. Students' scores on standardized tests.
7. Number of college preparatory offerings.
8. Students' grades and grade point averages.
9. Availability of special education programs.

10. Per-pupil expenditure.
11. Annual expenditures for instructional supplies.

Information from such a list of quality measures may give the educator or the layman a superficial
idea of how well the school is doing, but that is all. Very few school districts currently gather information
on other relevant matters that bear on quality.

Perhaps equally significant, the Commission's inventory found that most districts fail to disseminate
what data they do obtain. Teachers do not see t em, parents and lay education groups do not see them,
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the media do not see them. Lack of staff to prepare such material for public consumption is one of several
reasons given for this situation. However, it is the Commission's view that public understanding of the
schools and public confidence in the validity of schools' claims on the public purse will not be improved
until more and better measures of school performance are used and until the results of the measurements
are made widely and easily available.

The Commission examined the record of two states, California and Florida, which have pioneered in
education assessment and accountability. Their successes and failures should be instructive to Washington
if it decides to develop a new evaluation mechanism of its own.

California is a particularly interesting subject for comparative study. The most populous state, it also
has one of the best reputations among states for willingness to experiment and innovate in education.
Backing this reputation is a "frontier attitude," extensive public concern, a traditionally supportive
political climate, and consequently, one of the nation's highest levels of financial support. Many of the
educational processes in the state are highly sophisticated and represent advanced management techniques.
However, our study showed that confusion of objectives and a tendency to duplicate programs are also
characteristic of the state.

Among the California organizations with capability in education assessment and accountability is the
California Education Information System (CEIS), which provides computer services through 12 regional
centers to approximately 40 percent of California state education agencies. The system maintains and
coordinates a large number of bookkeeping functions among school districts and shares agood deal of the
data with Sacramento.

Directly serving the State Department of Education is the California Education Information
Management System (CEIMS), which is designed to gather and report raw data on such matters as school
personnel credentials, apportionment, and state testing. Essentially it is an education data bank for the
state legislature, the governor, the U.S. Office of Education, and other officials and agencies.
Recommendations to expand the service areas are now under review.

The State of California also has a state-wide student testing program which operates under legislative
mandate to obtain and publish in "readable form" data regarding intelligence and achievement test scores
for all sixth- and twelfth-grade .cudents in public schools. Results are published in "rank order form,"
along with community and school district characteristics, and indicate how well a particular district is
faring compared with the other districts in the state. Reading tests are also given regularly in the
elementary schools state-wide.

Florida has approached the assessment and accountability challenge directly with a 1968 study of
major educational needs. This was the first step in establishing state-wide assessment criteria and an
ongoing Educational Research and Development Program. The example set by the latter will be of value to
the Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction, concerned legislators, school directors, and
interested laymen in our state as they determine just what results education should be expected to
produce. In Florida, the research and development progiam also is looked to by state officials and
outsiders alike as a force for stimulating innovation in such matters as cost accounting and teaching
techniques.

Florida, like California, has a state-wide testing program, in this case, covering the ninth and twelfth
grades. However, since the testing program was developed in the 1930's, it needs substantial revision and
reform to make it a more contemporary guide to funding allocation priorities. Under consideration is the
possibility of closer state ties to the new National Assessment program conducted by the Education
Commission of the states; both Florida and Washington State contribute data to this program.
Unfortunately, the sample data currently being gathered by National Assessment is broken down in
regional, rather than state, statistics, thereby diminishing its usefulness to s tate governments.

Commission Recommendations

1. A state-wide program assessment system should be designed, field tested and
implemented. Authorization should include at least one planning year and provide for
wide consultation with all goups concerned with public education.

An office should be created to plan and later operate the assessment program and the budgeting
program that should accompany it (See Chapter 5). The office would report to the legislature.
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School districts should participate in the development of the state-level objectives. Moreover, they
should be encouraged to add their own educational objectives to the state's, and to measure them in order
that a diversity of educational aims in the state can be expressed.

2. The state-wide assessment program should not rely on only one or two
measurements (as does New York State with its Regents Examinations), but should
be "professionally responsible" in recognizing that the success of a district is
measured in a number of separate, though interrelated parts.

Under a comprehensive assessment, objective tests would be just one of a number of measurements
which together would describe a district's performance. One would expect almost any district to "score"
high on some parts of the assessment and low on others.

3. The state-wide assessment should include in its examination the performance of
special state programs such as voAtional-technical education, handicapped, gifted,
and disadvantaged.

Such an assessment would set useful guidelines for later assessments of other programs on a
continuing basis.

4. Teachers, administrators and school board members should be involved in in-service
training programs and district workshops which demonstrate the effective utilization
of assessment findings.

5. Assessment findings should be widely disseminated to the general public with
professional interpretation of the results by teachers, school executives, and school
board members.

6. Those responsible for developing and implementing the state-wide assessment
program should report directly to the legislature and its committees charged with
review of common school policies.

The program itself should be designed in such a way as to immunize it from partisan politics.

7. The assessment program's operating agency should issue regularannual or
biennialreports on the system's progress.

8. Materials used in the state-wide assessment program, including expenses such as
computer time, should be funded by the legislature.



Chapter 5

BETTER MONEY MANAGEMENT: PLANNED PROGRAM BUDGETING SYSTEM

Computereze is a worsening affliction of modern rhetoric. The new gobbledygook obviously has

caught the fancy of academicians and bureaucrats alike since it enables a man with a simple thought to
express it in a complicated manner whose incomprehensibility the unwary may mistake for profundity. If
they ever had any meaning, words like "input" and "output" are fast losing it as they are corrupted for
pseudosophisticated conversations on everything from international politics to baby-raising. There is even
something called a "throughput," and it apparently is no t a golfing expression.13

All of which is a shame because, as the Commission found, the discipline of systems analysis has a
great deal to say to the world of schools. Particularly as regards budgeting practices, such analysis can give

true depth to the concept of assessment and accountability. It is helpful to the layman, however, if some

technical terms are translated. Roughly speaking, in our study of Management Concepts Relating to the

State of Washington Educational System (see technical report for the full document), an "objective" is a
measurable goal in education; an "input" is a reso arce, such as time or money or personnel, employed to
reach an objective; an "output" is a result achieved; an "alternative" is a means of reaching an objective; a
"process" is the operation that converts resources into results; and a "program" is a collection of activities
which have common objectives.14

In the current budgeting system used in most districtsthe "object-function system"emphasis is
placed on explaining the functional usage of resources. For example, categories of expenditures are
specified, types of facilities are specified, and instructional materials (textbooks) are specified. But there is
little attempt to discover how the resources are used and it is often very difficult to break out certain

programs or "subprograms" (e.g., grade-12 English) and see whether they are inadequately, adequately, or
excessively funded. The emphasis on "object" (e.g., money for maintenance or administration) instead of
programs inhibits sensible planning. The temptation in the annuzi budgetary process is simply to make an
automatic increment in each object for the coming year, instead of considering the utility of the programs.
Yet a school exists to bring programsmathematics, science, language arts, etc.to the students, not to
bring them personnel, maintenance, and administration. Under the present system, it is hard to evaluate

performance, hard to set priorities, and hard to select least-cost alternatives.
Hence, a system of budgeting is needed that will gradually move from management of resources (with

relationships to results only inferred), to a system which stresses the utilization of resources strictly in
terms of their contributions to attainment of desired results. The needed system, our research and
interviews persuade us, is a "Planned Program Budgeting System" (PPBS).

The case of PPBS rests partially on several assumptions of the Commission. One is tha:, the state has
limited funds available for the educational system and must be able to set priorities; another is that the
purpose of common school education is to induce learning in young people, and that learning is a product
much of which can be measured. We also have assumed that by analyzing the various activities that go into
meeting the objectives of educationby costing them for effectiveness and by considering alternative ways
of achieving the same or better resultsthe budgeting decisions can be sharpened greatly.

The PPBS is a fairly intricate operation, but it may be usefully explained further by a simple
example. ImagMe that you have $1,000 to accomplish several household chores; these include retiling the
bathroom, constructing bookshelves for the den, reshingling the roof, and repairing the front steps. Let us
suppose also that you are all thumbs and must solicit estimates from contractors. When the estimates
come in, you select the lowest, which is in tabular form on following page.

Following a lengthy discussion with the contractor, who will not negotiate costs and who has
informed you that any alteration in costs would result in an inferior product, you become aware that your
$1,000 is simply insufficient to accomplish all you planned. Consequently, you must set some priorities.

You decide that the roof comes first as it is leaking and cannot be tolerated any longer. The steps come

13 A "throughput," according t, Webster's Third International Dictionary, is "an amount of raw material put through

processing or final finishing operations in a specific time (as 'in its initial daily throughput of 110,000 barrels'Lamp)."

14 Congressional testimony of John Shannon, Assistant Director, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,

October 1970.
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PROGRAM-PRODUCTS

Retile Reshingle Repair
Bathroom Bookshelves Roof Steps Total

Item Wages $ 50 $ 50 $300 $50 $ 450
Equipment Rental 5 10 50 10 75

Equipment Upkeep 0 5 10 5 20

Materials 100 60 400 20 580

Total $155 $125 $760 $85 $1,125

next as they are hazardous. The family badly needs somewhere to place their magazines and books, so
bookshelves come next. The bathroom is last; and it turns out that while the retiling is a desirable
improvement, it lacks the urgency of the other claims on your money, so you postpone the bathroom
project, happily pocketing $30 ($1,000 - $970 equals $30).

The homely illustration above points up important characteristics of the PPB System. The buyer had
to recognize that he had limited resources ($1,000) and that he had identifiable results or outputs to
achieve. He had alternatives (the contractors' bids) from which to choose. He set priorities and he
allocated only enough resources to do what was in his means (he actually pocketed $30). The contractor
also exhibited PPBS characteristics, as he allocated resources or inputs by program (e.g., "Retile
Bathroom"); and he refused to negotiate for resources as his experience told him that trimming the
resources further would result in an inferior product.

An "object-function" approach to the same problem might have resulted in an attempt to cut back a
bit, say, on equipment rental and a bit on materials, and might have resulted in doing all the jobs badly.

A Planned Program Budgeting System of course can vary somewhat format according to the
people developing it and the field in which it is used. The Commission is proposing for Washington an
Educational Management Information System (EMIS) which we feel is particularly well suited to the
needs of our state's common schools.

This sytem should mesh well with the rest of the state's assessment and accountability program
proposed in Chapter 4. It will provide a uniform and understandable budgeting process for all levels of
school authorityfrom the individual school to the district to the intermediate district to the state.
Information on finances for decision makers, also at all levels, will be more easily availableand available
fasterthan it is today. At the same time it will be possible to project into future years the implications of
present policies. Cost-effectiveness data will help educators to discover which programs are working well
and which are working poorly, and the system will lay out clearly the alternatives for improvement. All

decision makers will be able to establish priorities for allocation of scarce resources. They will be able to

plan.
Under a PPBS for the common schools, legislators and other officials will be better prepared to ask

tough questions of those expending the state's funds at the local level. Educators, for their part, will be
better armed for defending policies and priorities they consider important.

It is not essential that all of this new system be constructed at once, but a start can and should be
madc now. Present reporting and collection of data on fmancial, pupil, teacher, and other assessment
situations provide only minimal resources for a management system. Battelle Memorial Institute's
collection of data for this report required extensive efforts to arrange, classify, and express before
something meaningful could be presented. The lack of data in some districts and the variance of data
among districts point to a need for both an expansion of data collections in the state and greater
standardization of what is collected. With over 300 districts within our boundaries, only the state
government itself can hope to establish a better reporting operation.

Meanwhile, since some districts are already proceeding with local implementation of PPB systems,
state guidelines for budgeting become necessary too. At least four districts have developed versions of the
complete PPB System. General use of computer technology, which is part of the PPBS process in most
cases, is also spreading. Eight local education agencies and one intermediate district have substantial
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computer capacity now and are spending $2 million on it annually. There is some wasteful duplication.
More serious, variances in the structures of the PPBS and the computer systems will hamper the eventual
establishment of a state PPBS. A uniform approach should be established now.

Still, the state system recommended by the Commission should also be flexible enough to allow
considerable local utility. The eventual state-level system must respond to the needs of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, local district management, and the legislature, while the local educational agency
system must respond to the needs of boards of directors and other local citizens. In some regards the
Educational Management System should provide centralization, in others, decentralization.

Given the support of the legislature, the state-level operation of the Educational Management System
should not be difficult to establish; nor should it be difficult to institute the reporting function of the
EMIS on the local levelbringing local data to the state. On the other hand, reporting is only one segment
of a total management system for the schools. If the full system is to be implemented successfully
throughout most of the districts in the state, it must win the voluntary commitment of local district
leaders. A mechanism to involve the local districts in the preparation of the centralized state plan,
therefore, is highly desirable.

Commission Recommendations

1. The State of Washington should install a centralized Educational System at the state
level. This office would manage both a PPB System and the state's Educational
Management Information System.

2. The State should take leadership, with local involvement, in establishing a
decentralized Educational Management System (PPBS) in the local educational
agencies of Washington.

The democratic process through which the state obtains the support of local districts for the
decentralized PPBS should utilize advisory committees, the examples of model districts, and in-service
training programs to explain the system. Not all local version of the system will be identical, but all
districts should participate in the data gathering activities. A state-level staff should guide the
decentralized system, but again, with support and advice fiom the local districts.

3. The organization in charge of operating the state PPBS and the local PPBS should be

called the Office for Educational Management Systems and should be fully
responsible for planning and implementation of the system.

Only one organization, we believe, should be in charge of educational PPB systems at the state level.
Good cases can be made for location of this office in the present Office of the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, or in the executive department's Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management;
or for creating a special Commission of the legislature; or for creating a separate agency which wvuld
operate independently, but be responsible to both the SPI nnA the !pawn-tyre. A choice among these
options, which are detailed in the technical report, should be studied and decided by the legislature.

4. The Office of Educational Management Systems should be staffed by full-time
personnel, headed by a director, with assistant directors for objectives, program
structures, data information, evaluation, and system syntheses.

5. It is important to the objectives of assessment, accountability, and planning that
the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction should itself operate under a
Planned Program Budgeting System.

6. A state-wide in-service training program should be conducted for Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction personnel and administrators of local
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educational agencies, as well as for many concerned private citizens' groups to
instruct them in the management principles of PPBS.

This program may prove expensive, although we have not costed it out, since a number of new
personnel may be required to develop and operate it. Nevertheless, in the long run it behooves the state to
have the system well understood and accepted by all affected parties.

7. The State should establish a state-wide computer network, composed of satellite
systems whose facilities can be shared by local districts and will be capable of basic
application processing, preparing reports to the local agencies themselves, and
consolidating data for assessment and accountability analysis at the state level.

A great deal of expense in this program can be avoided by stressing time sharing of equipment
capacity, and shared applications for such universal and largely similar school activities as grade reporting,
student scheduling, and payroll (applications could be prepared by the state); and by stressing that
decisions on new applications should be decided at the school management level and not solely by the
personnel operating the computers.

8. The Education Management System should operate on the principle of
"management by exception."

With the tremendous capacities of computers to turn out copious quantities of data, decision makers
could be overwhelmed with information whose main thrust was to show that all is going well. This would
waste time and money. We believe the system should be so devised that the only information reaching the
decision maker is that which shows an unusual situation, either bad or good. If bad, alternatives can be
studied for improvement. If good, decision makers will be able to profit from the example.

9. The State should be prepared to provide state and local data fo..- the Federal
Government's own assessment system, the Management Appraisal System (MASalso
known as the Belmont system).

It also may be in the interest of the state to model its system closely after that of the Federal
system, again for the purposes of uniformity and also in hopes that learning the lessons of the Federal
system may save money on the state level.

10. Of immediate top priority, the state should establish a task force to begin
planning the Educational Management System and to inaugurate an interim program
for standardizing state and local data gathering and computer utilization. A program
start should also be made at once to explain PPBS to all afferted Qtnto and !nen]
officials.

To implement a full PPBS probably would take 7-10 years and considerable cost. We recommend
that first steps toward the full system be taken within the next biennium. These would include
development of a state-wide in-service training program on performance objectives, and development of a
state-wide program budgeting reporting system in order to avoid proliferation of local system variations.



Chapter 6

LOOKING FORWARD

It is one of the characteristics of our times that each level of government, frustrated within its own
constraints, would like to fob off on some other level of government every troublesome responsibility.
This is particularly true of the responsibility for education. The local school districts complain about the
lack of state and Federal support; the Federal Government rebukes the states for failing to do more; and
the states growl back at the Federal Government, and declare, in effect, that until Washington, D.C.
produces the needed money, the local districts will have to bear the growing costs.

In the case of education, the buck should indeed stop at the state level. As the Advisory
Commission on Tntergovernmental Relations has said, "The states should be the senior partner when it
comes to financing public elementary and secondary education." The ACIR's 1969 report, State Aid to
Local Government, urged the states to "relieve the local school districts of virtually all of the
responsibility for financing education."

The legal case for state government's responsibility is even stronger in Washington than in other
states, for the historical reasons that were mentioned early in this summary report. Moreover, there are
sound and, we belive, persuasive arguments beyond the legal case for a greater state assumption of
education financing.

First, state aid in limited form does not really provide true equalization of education opportunity.
Categorical criteria in an apportionment formula, however well considered, cannot accommodate the
diversity of economic, logistical political conditions in the individual districts. Says the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, "Only two ways remain for states to come to grips with
local educational fiscal disparities. They can either consolidate local districts or attempt to neutralize local
fiscal variations by progressively increasing state aid to all local districts in the state." We expect that
Washington State will have to do both.

State take-over of educational funding also would ease the introduction of quality measurement
mechanisms such as the assessment and accountability program this Commission has recommended. The
localities, for the most part, simply lack the resources to do this job on their own. Furthermore, as long as
the emphasis in government is on determining whether districts have parity in state financial aid, there
probably will be substantially less emphasis on achieving parity in student achievement.

Another purpose served by increased state assumption of financial responsibility would be the
diminution of the fiscal logic that presently underlies many of our zoning practices at the local level.
Particularly in suburban jurisdictions, the requirement of large residential lot sizes is a fine way of holding
down school costs, and hence property taxes. However, it also often is disruptive of sensible metropolitan
growth planning.

Another reason for fuller state responsibility for education relates to inequities in the property tax.
The recently defeated income tax amendment probably would have helped the schools considerably.
However, one still can argue that relief of the household property taxpayer is of great importance and that
state aid, gathered from other revenue sources, would advance that objective.

Finally, greater state assumption of educational financing is the only alternative to special levies; and
special levies for maintenance and operation, when they are a routinely required aspect of education
fmance, constitute a major abuse of democracy. Educational accountability simply cannot be achieved
through a popular vote, because an understanding of the relevant issues is achieved by few voters, while
wholly extraneous issues can become crucial. Since a sizable fraction of the voters probably can be relied
upon to vote against any spending measure on the ballot, however well justified, and since a 60 percent
approval level is required for passage, a small number of voters can make a great difference in the ability of
a school system to function. This puts undue influence over education into a few hands.

One needs little imagination to know what would happen if the other operational budgets of
government were to be submitted annually for approval at the polls: representative government would
collapse. That education has survived as well as it has so far is testimony not to the worth of the special
levy as an instrument for budgetinr, but only to the generally high regard people have for the Listitution
of the public schools.

Some may say that full state assumption of education finance will result in atrophied local
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responsibility for programming. This need not occur if the state itself will reemphasize the rights of the
local districts to administer the money the state provides. In fact, one might expect that as local
administrators are relieved of the obligation to "sell" millage each year, they will have expanded time and
energy to devote to improvement of the educational product. Moreover, even if the state eventually does
accept in practice its full responsibility for school finance, localities will continue to need special levies for
capital purposes and occasionally for a small portion of operational expenses.

We recognize that a larger scale of state support for the common schools will no!. occur overnight,
especially in thc present economic climate. Nonetheless, we propose it as a refreshed commitment for the
state at this time. Unfortunately, the current trend is in exactly the wrong directiontoward a decrease in
state aid.

We also have recommended a revised description of the "basic education" which the state should
back in these days. We have offered too, a revised formula to reflect the basic education description and,
hopefully, to ameliorate the miasma of special levies. Finally, we have underscored the value of better
quality measurement in our common schools and have recommended a state program of assessment and
accountability, including a new method of budgeting. It is imperative that all of us, whether in or out of
government, get bltter information on how our money is spent in education.

The Commission studies, of course, have not answered all the problems posed by school finance, nor
have they fully investigated all the opportunities in this field.

We also have left to another study, hopefully one conducted by the legislature itself, the difficult
problem of determining what agency should organize and administer the assessment and accountability
programs we have urged.

Similarly, while we have prepared papers (see the technical report) on the state programs for the
gifted, and for Indians and migrants, we believe the legislature would do well to expand the research going
into these fields.

Two pl-ograms which interested the Commission but which did not fall directly within our purview
also deserve the detailed consideration of state officials and the concerned public. One is performance
contracting, a program in which business firms are hired to teach children, and are paid according to their
success. Here, at least in theory, is a system of direct accountability. Programs are monitored not only in
fiscal terms, but in terms of student achievement. Both the U.S. Office of Education and the Office of
Economic Opportunity have been funding experiments with the concept, and a number of schools in the
nation, including some in Washington State, have projects now operative.

The purported advantages of performance contracting include the incentives they provide for
efficiency in the classroom; the use of advanced programming of material in such courses as mathematics
and reading; and the initial and continuing management planning to get results. For the school systems,
however, perhaps the most persuasive argument is that failure of the contracting company to get the
promised results leads to reduced payment for the work.

Performance contracting has a number of strong critics, and among other things, they accuse it of
introducing the "hucksterism" of business into the profession of teaching; of threatening to dehumanize
the classroom; of promoting "teaching to the (standardized) test"; of sowing distrust among teachers; and
of subverting the collective bargaining process.

The debate on both sides is extensive and this Commission did not come to a decision on the
long-term desirability of this proposed educational technique. We did prepare a paper on the matter (see
technical report) and we do urge continued research and development.

Another controversial educational proposal which we believe deserves further research and
development is voucher education. The U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity, using a model prepared by
the Center for the Study of Public Policy in Cambridge, Massachusetts, is about to sponsor one or more
demonstration projects in the nation to decide the worth of an educational system in which parents may
use government money to send their child to any public, private, or parochial school. Seattle, Washington
is one of the cities considering and being considered for a demonstration project.

Under the project, a demonstration area containing 10,000-15,000 students within a school district
would be designated for a field test lasting from six to eight years. Each child in the area would receive a
voucher worth the money expended per pupil in the public schools today. The parents of the child could
then "purchase" education at any participating school which could meet certain standards. Such schools
would have to show that admissions policies were nondiscriminatory, that voucher money was not used to
teach religion, that no extra payment from the parents would be asked or accpeted, and that adequate
information would be made available to the parents regarding the school's policies, the student-teacher
ratios, financial position, and other pertinent facts.
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0E0 hopes the demonstration projects will show that a voucher system produces greater diversity of
educational offerings and the chance for parents to select an education more closely tailored to their
child's needs and interests. Also, greater freedom to experiment with new programs, it is said, would be
possible under a voucher system. Moreover, disadvantaged children, whose vouchers would be
supplemented by added 0E0 funds, would get extra attention in both public and private schools. Finally,
it is hoped that parents would be enthusiastic about the freedom of such a system and that fresh support
for education generally would develop in the community.

Clearly, if a voucher system is widely implemented the nature of the "public" system would change.
In a sense, former "public" schools would become more private in the sense of catering to a special
constituency. Decisions relating to curriculum, in particular, would be decentralized. Former "private"
schools, on the other hand, would become more public, not only in terms of financial support, but in
accountability.

However, some critics charge that public education not only would change, but with competition
from private schools, would be destroyed. Further, they say that despite the proclaimed
nondiscriminatory admissions policies, the voucher system would lead to a kind of voluntary segregation.
(0E0, however, has said it will cancel the projects if that happens.) Many teachers fear that negotiations
for salaries would be undermined by greater decentralization of power within districts. Some other people
are also concerned about the church/state questions that are raised by public support of religious schools,
even if the public money is not used directly to teach religion.

These questions and others obviously require detailed examination, and such examination is now:
going on in the Seattle school system under a special feasibility grant from 0E0. Even operation of al
limited demonstration project will require state legislative approval, however. The Commission as a whole.
did not make a judgment on the long-range desirability of the voucher system, although one Commission'
member and a staff member attended a four-day national conference on the subject We do believe in the'
utility of a demonstration project, so long as it is carefully and objectively evaluated.

It has been with an open mind, we hope, that we have considered many of the top questions
concerning education. In most other cases, the Commission not only has had an open mind, hit has been
able to reach a collective decision on the important choices that face this state in the years a'iead. We did
not believe these choices should or could be put off by ourselves. We do not believe they can le put off by
the government of the state. On the contrary, only if those responsible for education in Wasilington will
make it their commitment to plan the future and not just plan for it, will the prospects remain bright for
increasing excellence in the learning of our youth.



Chapter 7

THE POSSIBILITY OF METROPOLITAN FUNDING

The Commission has called for greater state assumption of educational finance, but we also have
recognized the likelihood of continued reliance on special levies at the local level for the next few years.
Unfortunately, even those few years could prove extremely damaging to certain school districts.

The most serious situation exists in King County, with 40 percent of the state's school children. A
pattern has developed there which points to increasing difficulty in securing levy approval in Seattle,
despite the fact that Seattle asks for a one half to three fifths lower millage levy than do most of its
suburbs. Although the suburbs have a smaller dr, average tax base, they have voters with higher than
average concern for public education and higher than average incomes to support added taxes. Moreover,
the percentage of parents with school-age children is considerably greater in the suburbs than in the core
city.

The danger is that the decreasing numbers of parents with school-age children in Seattle may soon
lead to school levy failures which would seriously detract from the quality of education in the city. This in
turn would spur an even greater exodus of parents and a still worse atmosphere for levy passage. The
resulting deterioration of Seattle schools and the alienation of city from suburbs would damage the whole
fabric of metropolitan life.

The Commission, whose members are widely representative of the state's geography, have concluded
that the problem of King County is probably uniqt3 at this time. Yet it also is of state-wide importance,
involving as it does, so large a percentage of the state's children. Therefore, we would recommend a
further study of the problem and its solutions, under state auspices, with participation by legislators,
educators, and King County citizens.

One possible solution that should be examined is the development of a metropolitan system for
funding school operations, using both the excise tax and the property tax. A separate educational finance
district would be created covering the Seattle School District and suburban districts. Special levies would
be voted upon area-wide and funds from all taxes would be shared equitably, taking into account actual
salaries paid to teachers in each district and the costs of providing education to disadvantaged students.

Tha suburbs would obtain the advantage of Seattle's larger tax base and Seattle would be able to
shore up its support for special levies with suburban parents. Of course, the levies would continue to
require 60 percent approval, but on a metropolitan base.

Because it would be desirable to avoid additional property tax.burdens on those with limited incomes
residing in the core city, special attention should be paid to developing sources of excise tax revenue for
funding urban schools.

Although any future study of this problem could also review the desirability of administrative
consolidation of school districts, this Commission's study indicates that larger districts are more costly and
also tend to lose contact with the individual citizen. Accordingly, one probably would not desire a
metropolitan-wide school district, except for finance.
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Appendix A

THE EFFECT OF THE COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATIONS

It will be remembered from the body of the summary report that four possible funding situations
were set up and compared by the Commission to arrive at a picture of the effect of its recommendations
on the local districts and on the state as a whole. These alternatives were:

1. Funding of the districts based on the actual figures for the 1968-'69 school year.
2. Funding based on the formula recommended by the Commission plus reimbursement for actual

teachers' salaries.
3 Funding based on the recommended formula and incorporating new staff weighting factors

more closely approximating actual salaries.
4. Funding based on the recommended formula and a state-wide salary schedule.

The state-wide salary schedule was set up using $6,500 as the minimum teacher salary (this was the
actual minimum for 1969-70). Based on this figure, three salary ranges were hypothesized and compared:

1. Maximum set at 2.0 times the minimum.
2. Maximum set at 1.95 times the minimum.
3. Maximum set at 1.90 times the minimum.

It was also decided, for purposes of this analysis, that the state would continue to subsidize those
districts with salary schedules higher than the state schedule until the latter caught up. In other words, the
districts would be reimbursed according to their actual salaries or the state schedule, whichever was the
greater.

The tables below show the resulting costs to the state and the effect of various other factors on those
costs using the funding situations described above.

STATE COSTS

Formula Based on State Costs

1968-69 Actual
Actual Salaries
New Staff Wtg. Factor;
Salary Schedule 1.90 Range

1.95 Range
2.0 Range

(Dollars in Millions)

$332.4
391.5
383.5
401.3
404.6
408.6



EFFECT OF STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO ON STATE COSTS

State Costs Based ori

Students Per New Staff State
Teacher Actual Salaries Weighting Factors Salary Sched.1

(Dollars in Millions)

23 $524.9 $514.6 $542.0

26 458.9 449.8 474.1

30 391.5 383.5 404.6

35 328.9 322.0 340.2

40 282.1 275.9 291.9

AVERAGE STATE FUNDING
(Dollars per Pupil)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

Formula Based on

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries 2

New Staff
Wtg. Factors2

State
Sal. Sched. 2,3

20,000 $410 $520 $483 $525
10,000 423 520 491 520
5,000 441 513 506 527
2,600 450 509 523 532
1,600 444 495 506 524
1,000 462 488 520 537

500 425 436 469 496
200 446 452 482 522

0 498 483 525 521

AVERAGE STATE PLUS NORMAL LOCAL FUNDING
(Dollars per Pupil)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

Formula Based on

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries2

New Staff
Wtg. Factors 2

State
Sal. Sched. 2,3

20,000 $544 $672 $635 $677
10,000 542 652 623 652
5,000 542 626 619 640
2,600 542 611 626 634
1,600 558 624 634 652
1,000 575 614 646 663

500 567 596 628 656
200 619 646 677 717

0 721 736 777 774

I-At a maximum salary 1.95 times the minimum salary.
2Based on 30 students per teacher and indirect costs 1.75 times teacher salaries.
3Based on a minimum salary of $6.500 and a maximum 1.95 times the minimum.



AVERAGE STATE PLUS LOCAL AND SPECIAL LEVY FUNDING
(Dollars per Pupil)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

Formula Based on

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries1

New Staff
Wtg. Factorsl

State
Sal. Sched. 1,2

20,000 $707 $708 $708 $711
10,000 695 707 707 707
5,000 616 643 640 653
2,600 591 618 632 640
1,600 621 641 651 664
1,000 603 623 648 664

500 620 629 646 666
200 713 722 736 753

0 827 840 862 861

AVERAGE SPECIAL LEVY
(Dollars per Pupil)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE,

Formula Based on

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries 1

New Staff
Factors1

State
Sal. Sched. 1,2

20,000 !.;163.2 $ 36.0 $ 73.2 $ 33.9
10,000 152.6 55.0 83.7 55.0
5,000 74.2 16.6 20.6 13.3
2,600 49.0 8.6 6.3 5.6
1,600 63.3 18.6 17.3 11.9
1,000 28.3 8.9 1.8 0.6

500 53.0 33.0 18.3 10.1
20G 93.5 76.2 59.2 36.1

0 105.8 103.8 85.1 86.6

AVERAGE SPECIAL LEVY
(Mills Based on 50% Assessed Valuation)

Minimum District
Enrollment (FTE)

Formula Based on

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries1

New Staff
Wtg. Factors1

State
Sal. Sched. 1,2

20,000 9.5 2.10 4.25 1.97
10,000 10.4 3.73 5.71 3.75
5,000 5.9 1.32 1.63 1.06
2,600 4.4 0.77 0.56 0.50
1,600 4.2 1.25 1.16 0.80
1,000 2.0 0.63 0.13 n.04

500 2.8 1.7:, 0.96 0.53
200 S 8 3.07 2.38 1.46

2.7 2.66 2.18 2.22

likased on 30 students per teacher and indirect costs 1.75 times teacher salaries.
2Based on a minimum salary of $6,500 rad a maximum 1.95 timeb the minimum.
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Looking at just the pattern of state aid to school districts, the following differences appear
noteworthy:

The actual 1968-69 formula tended to increase state aid as school district size decreased.
By contrast, reimbursing districts based on actual salaries tends to decrease state aid with
decreasing school district size.
The new staff weighting factors tend to distribute more money than warranted by actual salaries
to districts with fewer than 5,000 students and substantially less money than actual salaries to
larger districts. In fa.--A, the new staff factors tend to maximize state aid to districts between
1,000 and 5,000 students. Apparently, these factors do not adequately describe actual salary
distribution.
The state salary schedule tends to provide about the same level of state aid to all districts
regardless of size.

Looking at the pattern of state plus normal local funding (not counting special levy) to school
districts, the following differences appear noteworthy:

The actual 1968-69 formula resulted in nearly constant state plus local funding of school
districts with more than 2,600 students (at about $542 per student). A very substantial increase
occurred in smaller districts.
By comparison, the actual salary alternative would result in high state plus local funding to
districts with more than 10,000 students, minimum funding between 500 and 1,000 students,
and substantially increased funding to smaller districts. This tends to fit the pattern of
expenditures in school districts.
The new staff weighting factors, on the other hand, result in a funding pattern similar to the
actual 1968-69 formula. The result is substantially more funds for smaller districts (less than
5,000 students) than in the actual salary case.
A state salary schedule results in about the same amount of money as the actual salary case
going in to larger districts. But more money also goes into intermediate and smaller sized
districts. Tne amount of money going to smaller districts is highly dependent upon how high a
salary schedule is picked. At a $6,500 minimum and a maximum of 1.95 times the minimum,
the schedule would provide more funds to districts smaller than 5,000 students than would the
new staff weighting factors. The actual salary option tends to dominate in larger districts.

As a result of this pattern of state and normal local funding, the effects on special levies of these

alternatives are as follows:

Under the 1968-69 acuaI formula, special levies were highest on both a dollars-per-pupil and a
millage basis in districts larger than 10,000 students. They also tended to be high on a
dollar-per-pupil basis in districts smaller than 500 students, but on a millage basis these small
districts were low.
The actual salay alternative resulted in reduction of levies in districts larger than 1,000 students
and particularly in districts larger than 10,000 students. The effect on smaller districts was not
as gxeat. This alternative also results in a substantial increase in total funds to districts betwe,m
1,000 and 10,000 studentsthose districts, generally, having lowest expenditures per pupil.
The alternative based on new staff weighting factors does not reduce levies in larger districts to
the extent that either the actual salary or salary schedule alternatives do. This alternative
particularly relieves levies in di_ tricts smaller than 2 600 students in comparison with the actual
salary alternative. It also provides more total funds to districts smaller than 5,000 students than
does the actual salary alternative.
The salary schedule alternative tends to benefit all districts more than either of the other two
alternatives. Levies on both a dollar-per-pupil and a millage basis tend to be minimized
regardless of district size. Districts smaller than 10,000 students tend to get more funds over all.
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Shown below is a comparison of the four alternatives on the basis of the number of districts with
levy millage in a certain range.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATWES NUMBER OF DISTRICTS PER LEVY MILLAGE RANGE
(Millage Based on 50% of Assessed Value)

Millage Range

Number of Districts

1968-69
Actual

Actual
Salaries

New Staff
Wtg. Factor

Sahry
Schedule

0 112 147 178 205
0- 0.5 14 13 15 16

0.5- 1.0 11 13 16 13

1.0- 1.5 15 18 18 14

1.5- 2.0 13 20 13 16

2.0- 3.0 30 34 25 15

3.0- 4.0 25 22 20 13

4.0- 5.0 18 17 5 8

5.0- 6.0 18 8 9 10

6.0- 8.0 18 17 16 9

8.0-11.0 27 13 7 6

11.0-15.0 21 5 4 2

15.0-24.0 6 3 4 3

Over 24.0 2 0 0 0

Several alternative salary schedules were also investigated. Each of these results in the same pattern of
fund distribution discussed previously, but the level of funding varies somewhat, as described below:

Based on 30 students per teacher, the increased cost to the state in 1968-69 would have been
$68.9 million for a salary schedule range of 1.90, $72.2 million for a range of 1.95, and $73.5
million for a range of 2.0.
Subsidizing districts for salaries higher than the schedule substantially increases state costs.
Based on 1969-70 average salaries and 30 students per teacher, the number of districts receiving
subsidies and the amounts involved are shown below:

Salary Range No. of Districts Subsidy

(Dollars in Millions)

1.90
571 $13.5

1.95 431 9.7

2.0 33 6.6

A listing of these districts and the funding required for each is shown in the
1.95 salary range case).

Of the 15 districts in the state larger than 10,000 students, only two
would not have qualified for a subsidy at a salary schedule range of 1.95.

1Ineludes 17 of the 21 districts in King County,
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ADDITIONAL FUNDS REQUIRED
TO REIMBURSE ACTUAL SALARIES

District Subsidy

ABERDEEN 13835
AUBURN 86827
BAINBRIDGE 2012
BELLEVUE 1012513
BLUE CREEK 1333
BURLINGTON E. 4455
CLEARWATER 219
CLOVER PARK 60317
CONWAY 1347
EDMONDS 602223
EDWAL L 1167
ENUMCLAW 17015
EVALINE 3366
EVERETT 421968
EVERGREEN 1868
FAIRVIEW 1442
FEDERAL WAY 182146
GOLD BAR 8972
HIGHLINE 781931
ISSAQUAH 24712
KENT 419894
LAKE WASHINGTON 320469
MALAGA 4314
MERCER ISLAND 247451
MONITOR 11282
MUKILTEO 59773
NORTHSHORE 319151
OAK HARBOR 65153
PORT ANGELES 72883
RENTON 953408
LICHLAND 110485
SEATTLE 2585913
SHORELINE 517610
SNOQUALMIE V 3410
SOUTH CENTRAL 86481
TACOMA 233026
TAHOMA 36347
VANCOUVER 353327
VASHON ISLAND 48642

TOTAL $9,698,685



Appendix B

ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 893

State of Washington
41st Extraordinary Session

By Representatives McCaffree,
Bledsoe and Julin

(By Executive Request)

Read first time April 4, 1969, and referred to Committee on Revenue and Taxation.

AN ACT Relating to revenue and taxation; creating a temporary special levy study commission and setting
forth its powers and duties; providing an expiration date; and declaring an emergency.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON;
NEW SECTION. Section 1. As used in this act, unless the context indicates otherwise, the following

words and phrases shall have the following meaning:
(1) "Commission" means the temporary spec j.7i levy study commission: and
(2) "Common schools" means schools me.ilitaived at public expense in school districts of the state

and carrying on a program from kindergarten through the twelfth grade, or any part thereof, including

vocational education courses.
NEW SECTION. Sectijn 2. The forty-first legiskture has before it several proposals to reform the tax

structure of the state. A primary goal of all such tax reform proposals is the reduction of property taxes
attributable to special school district levies for maintenance and operation purposes and the replacement
of these revenues with the proceeds of a state income tax. To properly accomplish this goal will require a
detailed study of all factors affecting finanrAng of the common schools of the state to assure that state tax
revenues are applied in a manner to provide equal educational opportunities to all common school

students of the state.
NEW SECTION. Section 3. There is hereby created the temporary special levy study commission

which shall meet, act, and conduct its business at any place within the state of Washil.gton.
NEW SECTION. Section 4. The commission shall have the following membership:
(1) Four senators to be selected by the president of the senate, not more than two of whom shall be

from the same political party, and four representatives to be appointed by the speaker of the house, not
more than two of whom shall be from the same political party;

(2) One member from among the membership of the joint committee on education appointed by the
chairman of the joint committee on education and one member from among the membership of the
legislative budget committee appointed by the chairman of the legislative budget committee;

(3) The state superintendent of public instruction or his designated representative;
(4) One member to be appointed by the state board of education, who may be a member of the

board;
(5) Seven members to be appointed by the governor, one from each United States congressional

district in the state, no more than four of whom shall be members of the same political party;
(6) Two members to be appointed by the president of the Washington state school directors

association; and
(7) Six members to be appointed by the state superintendent of public instruction, three of whom

shall be certificated employees of school districts within the meaning of RCW 28.72.020, and three of
whom shall be chief administrative officers of school districts in the state, one of which shall be a county

or intermediate superintendent of schools. Li making the appointments under this subsection (7), the state
superintendent of public instruction shall give equal representation, insofar as possible, to school districts
located in large urban areas of the state, school districts located in suburban areas, and school districts

located in smaller communities and located in suburban areas, and school districts located in smaller
communities and rural areas of the state. In addition, when making appointments of certificated
employees, the state superintendent of public instruction shall give consideration to persons who may be

nominated by employee organizations as defined in RCW 28.72.020.
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NEW SECTION. Section 5. The members of the commission shall receive no compensation but shall
receive per diem in an amount not to exceed twenty-five dollars per day while attending to the business of
the commission, and their necessary travel expenses. Payment of per diem and expenses shall be made
upon vouchers approved by persons designated by the commission.

NEW SECTION. Section 6. The commission, by majority vote, shall select from among the members
a chairman, and, by majority vote, shall appoint and fix the salary of a fulltime executive secretary who
shall not be a member of the commission. The commission or its executive secretary shall employ such
staff as the commission may deem appropriate. The commission is authorized to retain professional
consultants as deemed necessary to further the purposes set forth in this act.

NEW SECTION. Section 7. The commission, by majority vote, shall select appropriate
subcommittees and prescribe rules of procedure for itself and its subcommittees which are not
inconsistent with this act. Both the commission and any subcommittee shall be authorized to conduct
hearings throughout the state and shall have power to require data from all school districts, the state
superintendent of public instruction, the state board of education, and all other public officials and
agencies concerned with education in the state of Washington and from such other public officials and
agencies as may provide information helpful to the commission in carrying out its functions. In furthering
the purposes of this act, the commission shall have authority to select and consult with interested citizen
groups. Such groups shall not receive expenses as otherwise in this act provided for.

NEW SECTION. Section 8. The commission is hereby directed to study the programs, problems and
financial needs of the cormvon schoos of the state, including but not limited to:

(1) The methods by which revenues are obtained by the common schools of the state, including
regular and special property tax levies and the formula under which state funds are allocated to school
districts;

(2) Those courses of study now financed by state, local and federal funds in the common schools of
the state;

(3) The extent to which courses of study vary between school districts of the state, and between
common schools within any school district;

(4) The extent to which variations in courses of study are related to the amount of revern,es a school
district obtains from special tax levies for maintenance and operation purposes;

(5) The costs of providing a basic education program in the common schools of the state and the
variations in salary schedules and other costs which may exist from one school district to another; and

(6) A comparison between school districts in parts of the state showing the ratio of the number of
classroom teachers to the total number of employees in each district; and

(7) Study possible solutions to the inequity arising because of differences in the amount of special
levy revenue raised per student by a one mill increase in property taxation in one district relative to other
districts; and

(8) The amount of state funds necessary and methods by which such state funds may be allocated
each school district to insure an equal educational opportunity to each common school student in the
state.

NEW SECTION. Section 9. The commission shall submit to the governor and the legislature, a
preliminary report no later than December 15, 1969 and a final report no later than DecembPr 15, 1970.
Such reports shall disclose the findings of the committee and its recommendations, which
recommendations shall include:

(1) Recommended courses of study which should be included in a basic education program in each
school district of the state, the financing of which should be assured by state revenues;

(2) Recommended levels of state expenditures to assist local school districts in financing the
maintenance and operation of the common schools of the state;

(3) Recommended methods of measuring variations in costs between school districts, and allocating
state funds to school districts of the state; and

(4) Any other recommendations of the commission for changes in state laws and administrative
regulations necessary in the judgement of the commission to assure an equal educational opportunity to
all common school students of the state.

NEW SECTION. Section 10. The commission may add to the funds made available by the legislature
for the administration of this act any federal funds which may be available to the state of Washington for
research in common school education under the terms of an act or acts of congress, or any private grants
or gifts: PROVIDED, That such federal or private funds may be allocated and expended in accordance
witn the authority, powers and procedures accorded the commission in this act.
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NEW SECTION. Section 11. This act shall hE..: of no further effect after March 31, 1971, and the
commission herein created shall be deemed abolished at such time.

NEW SECTION. Section 12. If any provision of this act, or its application to any person or
circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of the act, or the application of the provision to other persons
or circumstances is not affected.

NEW SECTION. Section 13. This act is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace,
health and safety, the support of the state government and its existing public institutions and shall take
effect immediately.
Filed 4:50 p.m. May 16, 1969
A. Lu dlow Kramer
Secretary of State

Approved May 16, 1969
/s/ Daniel J. Evans
Governor of the State of Washington

Passed the House May 12, 1969
Is/Don Eldridge

Speaker of the House

Passed th,_. Senate May 12, 1969
Is/John A. Cherberg

President of the Senate
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Recomenrodaboiss
Vhe ir....senntendatiotts attach todo avc bawd on two ovensding atsumptions

the major si:41 .4 a state tupported program of hats( rdw.ation in Vesklungton's
cummon shooks ea to prepare. a Waste. e(hical!) trsponlle. phsu..ally sound *rid
self-supporting .-ititera> .

her) indoidual in the state thould be otreted the opportunitt to ,ompl,-te a
state supported k I : cumculum or its equitak.nt That program should he a
suffic.scnt breadth and depth. moldiest of a attadcnei itl. es.onomi or grogranhic
4.sicumstanoe. to prepare the siudent foe admituon to an institution of hssiser karning
oe for entry-lorel employment and or career training.

tvventnendations fall within ..ategoriet related to curriculum and intiniction, speicial groupt
of audents.. student sienna's, instruchonal matersah, staffing. and tea...hers salanet.

I ibtd
3Fatel. op at
3/bad
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5McCloskey. op. ea.
6 Ford. op. at
7 WCSeakey. op ex
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10 McCloskey. op. co. spd Ford. oft,
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12 Ford, ap. ert. (This was oho a Cominkrios deccso.)
13 Ford. 00- Ca

6



:zc t.marscstdatotant sliscevousg corm ul um and unttu lion

Necummendaticto I
t :houkt t...,rvort a k I ; ri,m/em . tf P*ti c4j et 1,1'4 44,11%

1f Mc tiatc kt.c1 and cpla. :tit defined at th i al Ictcl t mcrt
-; and', potcrotlah, Ptc Mort 111 kit te,u1.1 ir,, hide 31cat f onttno,tutn f'C itiacd 17.

;I at,- Ar. .1.! arc at If eattlgta4 lion tIctctrouned at thc Lt,ai )(lei 1,-.,ot hi:It tuft-
c41

I icit o,howol dttitt.t thould tcspontattic to the %tate lot Londu4ting a k : rioram l t`ak4

"gfC:t art tiotfint who too drums. I 'leafs ot throt ciluotaknt of t,stcrotatt, ard
!Ion In thc language atti uot tat I.4bcn4cs t....cmcs and mithcrnati,..

I. ,,,,th.,1.5.)1 t hr5m al CILItetatetin thootild toC plvvtietird lot 31 kail PAC's throu$11 1: 2 P:o that edutatoou
toquitce in gradrt A.4r, 3 At katt (Inc in health edtkatton should he oflett-J at thc pante!

..nt1 14sh h bokti ksek 4
eubs.4.1 matter or cuttluulai tiesittentrt within ..ontent arras mentioned in S.c.tion A

dctctmunoctl at the loal tesel lakelattr. leaihing methodolog, and staffing pattetns thot,k1 bc
tctuuncid at thc lotal level TI>e several aft% should also he offered

°`lic I hc tahttaarr at"T refers to -years- anJ ''gradc lesrls. Thi+ languacc should be construed

J cuuk. tame tt.htiool tiniest:It may wish to employ a continuous progress program which has only

Ji inture,t relationship to -years- atul pack kscIs The moat is that every district should do its utmost
thou: cdm.aletynal opportunities that will allow esti,- student to fulfill his potential.,

H lj.h thstiht should bc responiabk for dcfmmg what constitutcs haw education for thad dirstuct

also. and !..c:.00d the minimum requuements noted in Section A Thus a district might wish to offer
insttu,tion on arras %Loth is the eis. foreign language. home economics. cioksgy, Of driver education.

Judgments hctr at . the responubdity of thc 106.-311dnIntA,
%WC- titian tal truourtes arc not sufficierv to support all of the instructional arras and activities

wimh ks...11 Jistrits might offer. Therefore local districts must establish priontics as to which instructional

plot:tarn% and Jon dies they will request thc 1431C to support

( Some distncts will want to offer programs and actraties m addition to those whih receme full

state tuppott (Sections A. and 15. ahovei. In %oath .:ascs the distncts will have to CAll upon their own

Irsout,rt lor lIIimfl. ral suprOff
%talc handing for thc support of Sections A. and B. above may bc based on a per pupil guarantee, a
ol students to kiertificated personnel (it any reasonable plan which assures that the intectity of

ite.ommendation One is maintained.
I he thiust oi Recommendation Onc r. to insure that all students in the common schools will he

ottcred a .;ogram of basic education utich outthried broadly at the state level and determined

specifically at the local level. This apptuath is designed if.) provide local districts with sufficient autonomy
and flcsdohly so that local programs of basic cducatiw, can be developed to meet 11.k..11 nerds. In essence

then, there us no single program of basic education pr000scti for all districts in the sljle. Rather, it is
anticipated that each distnces basic edir:ation progam be tailored to the needs of students within
that dist (WI .

Recommendation 2
Local districts should bc accountohlr to the state for state supported instructional
programa.

A. Over a pcnod of thr next five years. each district should formulate a plan to develop
performance-based objectives which pertain to students' progress in the instructional arras supported with

state funds. The district could then assess its own progress in terms of the degree to which students were

Skills in these aims am, in pneasl. requte for individuals to become MANIA* and asifaupporilhit.

2SkIlls in this ama are necessary for Immo individuak to becomt self oupportint

3There is direct and mufti relationship betwom the early development of motor skills and skills involved in reeding,

writing and computation.
4"VD Spiciest* Reported in Seoul.," Sesta* Post-Intellaitneer (November 29, 1970). This article r.mvides sufficient

evidence to ationtioa in the school curriculum to health educstion.
7
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Table I

HAL F.DEVELOPMEtil OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS AMONG HUM ANSI

Oh- ight
(.cncr.11 Intelligente'
AgpcNsiseness in males
Deperdenke in lenules
IntrIktualit) in males and lemaks
General *Khoo! j4.1pesc:nent

2.: 16 C.0%
Age 4 cars
Age 3 ears
Agc 4 years
Age 4 car A,

Grade

this table should be read as follows -General intelligence appears to develop as much from ,:onception lii
age .1 as it dGes during the 14 ears from age 5 to age IN.-

I he imphi:ation of this sumnial s that establishment of sell-planned ku .iorgat ten program is
111111C11..ei important.

The geed lor a full state.supported kindergArten program is gem:lath, recognited h those within
this state who are principal!) responsible (or the local operation of SA11001s. ResrOnses to j
toinnussion-cir4.-ulalcd opimonnaire (September, I tr70) indicated that kindergarten ranked as a

lugh-prioritl, item.=

Recommendation

Instructional programs should he individualized both to improve learning and to assist
students in developing a strong tiositive selk.oncept.

Researchers on the karning process, including mavy involved in business, industrial, military and
educational organizations, haw for some time recognized that different individual% may possess different
learning styks. In fact. there is general agreement that different individuals karn different things in
different ways and at different rate-A of speed. The obvious implication is that karnmg experiences must be
structured to meet the individual karning style of each learner.

There is r large body of empircal evidence to indicate that when karMng experiences are keyed to a
specilit: student's learning styk, the result for the student is success this is especially true for the
culturally and economically disathantaged.3 Recent studies, conducted in Washington's public schools
with various types of students found in regular classiooms, indicate that at least 95 percent of the students
can be successful al a 90 percent criterion level if learning situations j e stiuctured to nice, individual

I Adapted from Benjamin Bloom, Stability and Chanie in Human Characteristics, New York: Wiley (1964).

2 Ford, op. eat.
3H. L 51110.r and Woock, R. R., Social Foundations of Urban Education (Hindsdale, Wanois: Dryden Press Inc., 1970), pp.

25-1ff, and N. Hickenson, Education for Alienation (Englewood CUM, N.J.: Prendmliall, Inc., 1988), pp. 73-80. See also,
H. J. Prairie, Operation Motivation. .4 Proposal Presented to the Directors of POSe0 ;.;choot District No. I (July 15,1970).
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it Inang k It
13:c 1(.111,,,,s1:-.F points Arc tint al I I i inc..... students will stis-s'ecd ii instruslum is geared to their

kat/ling ON It t.ti çSs moils ales the sitIdCli the learning situation. rather than
n, o. vul ; i es% builds the student's sclt-s'oncepl.

A , tin mit inc nt to individualvcd inctru, lion is a ommll Mei: I to flange in I lie general orgamlational
strn, tore " %late s ,,mmon ss ho.11s. It .ippcars that r lose resptinsibto for operation 01 local

hoot distil, I. .Irc prepared tor tins :flange kesponses to the ComInission's recently circulated
cdti,ation th.it 7 pct.:cm ot the respondents strongly favored

[lido idu.ilited inct:us w hiI on4 ci; I sr rolio} oprowd 11,3
t ir.l step would be the aou.il appropriition 01 lunds by the legislature to establish demonstration

thrt.ugh,,,ot the %Lite to illustrate the s uhait ot various t) pes of individuali/ed instructional
prt,rrjm1/4. cs voini here is that I ands ts, pros ided so that educator\ might travel within the state to see
tLy programs in ak non.

Recommendation 5

oinimenit res4nmes should he used to enhance the curricula offered within the
hew resources should include parents as well as experts from business.

mdusto . the arts and scwnces..bid other appropriate areas.

.P:ere are large numbers of lughls capable individuals throughout the communities of this state who
luve no direct connection with education. Many such individuals are not certificated as professional
educator: !-ut this has little heanng on their elTectiveness in bringing both scholarship and the relevancy
of the -real world" to the school. For example, an industrial scientist might contribute much to the
electronics segment of a vocational-technical education program; a bilingual housewife might prove of
enormous help to Clu:ano children just starting school.

It must .ot be assu , I, however, that community resources should always come to the schools. In
many cases it would tx ,r more fluitful to take the schools, in terms of students, teachers and

fors. to the r iurces. Them is, after all no evidence to support the notion that all learning
takes place within the sknoM. the ..ontrary. there is mibstantial evidence to support the position that
stadents learn more outside the formal structure of the school than within it.4 The world outside the
skhool otters Kith intellectual a.ld physica! v:och should be utilized.

Ancillary to utihiation of the community's human resources for instruction is the fact that these
resour4. es call he used as means to strengthen communication between the school and community.

In its study of those principally revonsible for education at the local level, the Commission found
that more than 82 peicent of all responuonts to a Commission opinionnaire were strongly in favor of
utilying Community resources.5 To what degree these resources are, in fact, employed remains a question.

Recommendation 6

II instructional programs are to have relevance for students, and if students are to
des clop a ..ense of responsibility for their own learning and social behavior, then they
must be enlisted as partners in determining what the curriculum should be.

This proposition can be traced in the history of western civilization at least as far back as the Socratic
dialogues. For many reasons, however, its influence waned and was but weakly revived in the United
States as a consequence of Dewey's theories of mind and truth. Today, there are at least two consequences
of the failure to include the student as a partner in determining what his education should be. First,
students tend not to learn what they are told by adults they must learn. This is because students have not
been involved in determining what the school curriculum should be and how instruction should take place;

1 Arnold Gallegos of Washington State University and Chester Hauaken of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
have been conductlng these studies since 1967 with grants under Titles III and IV of PL 89-10.

2 Miller and Woock, p. 254.

3Ford, op. cit.

4Mario Font;ni and Young. M. A., Designing &location for Tomorrow's Cities (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
Inc., 1970). pp. 61.63.

5Ford, op. cit.
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= i.tLi 1= 1-.41,c 'made 4atastiophii mistakes in selecting curricula and instructional proc.-cdures..1

f ortiain oconomic and social 'hilts in our society students have been
c,4 r.st:13(.** IT I to) an revolt awnst what they see as distasteful and irrelevant. Such a revolt

.c- ic.. artudj it n fici.cused erl secondary as well as lugher education. Today's student simply will
tel tntriarsc1.4.11 and Nocul authontarianam that has characterized American education in the
two

+cyst anwvst nothing in term of dollars to involve students in thc process of determining
v4.ai svc stncid and under what conditions. The only cost would be to the distended cgos of some
sLlpcJ ovrtturtabr. sent adults

It tc...tornftwItided that whool districts take immediate steps to involve students on a partnership
swot Apt O.. thwetri pcmaiinel and the community in the determination of what should be learned and under
es.si tomradabogbi. DOM &struts organize to develop this partnership is a matter for local discussion and

4flacidt

Recommendation 7

thr 'talc thould encourage and support research and development projects to be
uodeitatien by local school districts. Such support should amount to one half of one
pcuent of thc total state general fund support for the K-12 program in any given
!Tat

Ptagyrielve indusirses have been committed for some years to extensive research and development
sanitars tuned at product Invention and product improvement. Spurred by the success of such industrial
Molts_ the U.S. Office of Education began design of major plans for educational research and
development in the late 1950's. During the 1960's the Congress enacted landmark legislation to encourage
skull teseaucti and development. Title IV of Public Law 89-10 (and As Amended) is an excellent example
ol t oars-won/a intent. that law set aside tens of millior 3 of dollars for the establishment of a network of
reakinal educational laboratories whose function it was to conduct research and development activities.
thr law also provided for grants to individual researchers. The problem, however, was that almost none of
the trdcral monies found their way into local school districts. For the most part, the monies went to
,olleoe and university researchers or to the regiu1 educational laboratories.

The intent of Recommendation 7 is to provide funds, on a project-proposal basis, to local school
(lott...13 tor conducting research and development related to local needs and potentials. It is hoped that
ontr %talc support is phased out, the local districts would continue those activities which had proved
husItui

Itecommeadations concerning special groups of students

Recommendation 8

All practicable steps should be taken to provide enlarged and enriched programs for
disadvantaged minorities in the state's urban areas.

Based on responses to the Commission's opinionnaire on basic education, it is clear that large
numberi of individuals throughout the state who are responsible for education at the local level either are
WI aware of the problems of disadvantaged urban minorities or they are not willing to do anything about
thew probkms-3

Despne this conclusion, it is imperative that affected districts be encouraged to continue
development of programs which are specifically appropriate to local needs.4 Although there have been

Oliter Handing. The Uprooted (New York: Grosset, 1956), pp. 173-180.

3Chlwies R. Sdberman, "Murder ln the Classroom," The Atlantic MontMy (June, July, , August 1970), and M. D. Fantini
sad Young. M. A., Designing Education for Tomorrow's Cities (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970), Chapters 1
sed 1.
reed. oP
near McCloskey. Urban Disadvantaged Pupils (Portland, Oregon: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1967).
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questions about the viability ot certain programs to aid urban dmadvantaged children) there is substantial
evidence to suggest that these children can achieve extremely high levehi of competence provided they arc
given the appropnate types ot personalized mstruetion.2 Thus the stale should provide a weighting factor
of 0.2 for these student% in the present state apportionment formula. In addition, special funds should he
set aside by the state to be awarded. on a project-proposal basis, to districts undertaking to serve the needs
of urban disadvantaged students.

Recommendation 9

All practicable steps should be taken to provide enlarged and enriched programs for
disadvantaged minorities in the state's rural areas.

Responses to the Commission's opinionnaire on basic education make it clear that large numbers of
individuals throughout the state who are responsible for education at the local level are at best apathetic
about the difficulties faced by rural minorities. Ironically, respondents from large districts are more
concerned about these difficulties than are those from small districts; many board directors from small
districts tend to be oblivious to the problem.3

While there are not large numbers of disadvantaged minority groups in the state's rural areas, there
are sufficient numbers with learning problems to demand attention. (For example, in 1968-69,
approximately 3,000 of the state's 9,669 Indian students were enrolled in districts with a total enrollment
of 1,000 or less.4 In that same year, the number of migrant Mexican-American students in the state's
schools varied from 7,000 to 14,000. Most of these students were in rural schools.5)

The poverty cycle into which disadvantaged rural minorities are locked has been well known to
sociologists for some time. Yet the cycle continues either to perpetuate itself in rural areas or to spin off
individuals from the rural areas into a new, but nonetheless equally disasterous poverty cycle in our urban
areas. For this reason, it is recommended that: (1) a weighting factor of at least 0.2 be provided for these
students in the present state apportionment formula; (2) special funds be set aside by the state to be
awarded, on a project-proposal basis, to districts undertaking to serve the needs of rural disadvantaged
students; and (3) the Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction be allocated special funds to
work with local districts in the development, implementation and evaluation of a logical and systematic
program for rural disadvantaged students.

Recommendation 10

The legislature should authorize an immediate study by an impartial agency to assess
the efficiency and effectiveness of the state's program for educating the handicapped
in the common schools. (This does not pertain to the handicapped who are
institutionalized.)

As noted earlier in this document, the 1969-71 biennial state expenditure to support excesscosts of
the handicapped program was approximately $43 million. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction
requested an additional $16 million for 1971-73. Despite the high level of expenditures for this program,
information regarding the return on these expenditures and proposed expenditures is sparse at best.6

Indeed, program reporting from local districts on the expenditure of state funds is vague and not of much
use in determining what, in fact, goes on in programs for the handicapped, let alone how effective and
efficient they are. An immediate and thorough investigation of this program is imperative.

'Gordon P. Liddle, et. al., Educational Improvement in an Elementary Setting (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas, 1967),
p. 77.

2Mil ler and Woock, p. 254; Prairie, pp. 22-23.
3Ford, op. cit.
4R. J. Brouns, Special Education Programs for Indian Children: Recommendations and Estimated Costs (Richland,

Washington: Battelle Northwest, November 1970), p. 22.
5R. J. Brouns, Special Education Programs for Migrant Children: Recommendations and Estimated Costs (Richland,

Washington: Battelle Northwest, November 1970), p. 30.
6 R. C. Liikala, p. 3.
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Recommendation I I

ProgrJhls Lit the gil ted sh"uld be cpantkd throughout the state in a logical and
systernalli fashion.

The gated are .1 resource of immense value to the prosperity of this slate. It is just aS important for

these young people to develop their fullest potential a% it 1% for disadvantaged groups to realue theirs. yet

onl a minute portion of the state's education budget (approximately 55 25,0(K) in 19(0-71 is nosy

allocated to programs for the gifted.
It is recommended that districts be encouraged to develop, implement and evaluate enlarged

programs for the gifted and that the present biennial allocation for the gifted be increased to .4.:2

Funds should be provided to districts on the basis of specific projects proposed by th districts to the

Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Recommendation 12

ocational education should be emphasized in the common schools. The maximum
vocational weighting factor per student should be 1.0. But this maximum should be
employed only after a school district's vocational program has been carefully
reviewed and approved by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.

In implementing this recommendation, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction should
consider at least the following two criteria: (I) the quality of the proposed vocational program; and (2) in
cases of middle-sized and small districts, the districts' willingness to work cooperatively to develop jointly
sponsored programs. The object of the latter is to discourage wasteful duplication of facilities and to
encourage the effective and efficient development of shared vocational education programs and facilities.

Recommendation 13

The legislature should establish a temporary body empowered to: (1) study each
small high school district and nonitigh school district in the state; (2) designate which
of these is remote and necessary; (3) reorganize those districts not designated as
remote and necessary; and (4) recommend increased amounts of support for districts
which are designated as necessary.

As noted in the Findings section of this report, small nonhigh school and high school districts do not

offer anywhere near the variety of courses offered in districts with 1,000 or more students.1 The
efficiency of such districts has also been questioned throughout the literature.2 In addition, board
chairmen and superintendents from small rural districts included in the Commission's opinionnaire survey
were extremely conservative in their views on common school education. The following points taken from

the opinionnaire are cogent with regard to board chairmen and their attitudes toward curriculum and

instruction:3

A. In general they do not see kindergarten as being valuable.

B. They are consistently and heavily opposed to specialized instruction and/or noninstructional
programs and services for rural disadvantaged minorities.

C. They favor a curriculum offering only the so-called "essential courses."

D. They are opposed to subject matter that would acquaint students with the heritage, values and
lifi-style of culturally different groups.

E. They oppose innovative programs and organizational patterns for the schools.

1See also, Johnston, Commonality. Analysis: Section 5, p. 12.
2George Kontos, What Education Research Says About the Effect of Size on Selected Aspects of the Education Process

(Richland, Washington: Battelle Northwest, November 1970).

3Ford, op. cit.
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Ilw .hara.teristi,s of small high s.hiof (listruts in the state base re.eis ea Ow attention of numerous
revearclwts. 1 hen based on inter-sic-v.% with students and stuth of student trsords. indicate that
small distri.ts to not take advantage of their smallness to individualue instnu lion. that students in the.<
salools tend lii tw bored bc. .iusc ot the 1.1:k of stimulating smhiect matte!. and that some of thc hishcst
dropout rates in the state .wcur in rural arras!

Based on tlw evidence at hand, it appears frintkvs to :ontinue to support all small vchool districts
all wen: necessar). It would he. more appropriate to increase the support kvel for small districts which

11COMarli and to reorganize those which cannot he justified as separate entities.

Recommendations concerning student services

Recommendation 14

The state should pay 100 percent of approved transportation costs for all studerts
who must travel two miles or more to school.

Recommendation 15

There should be at least one full-time certificated counselor for each 300
elementary school students and one for each 400 secondary school students.

It is generally accepted that high schools and junior high schools should employ counselors 2 The
logic for this position is that students require assistance in making judgments about academic, personal
and vocational alternativesespecially during the high school years. Unfortunately, educators have not
realized until rather recently that the most formative years in a child's school life are his early years in
school. It is during these years that patterns for success or failure are developed. This point has been well
documented by Bloom and his associates;3 it is especially relevant to children who come from
educationally and culturally disadvantaged environments.4 Thus, the intent of this recommendation is to
provide impetus for the continued and increased use of ft lly qualified junior and ser.ior high school
counselors, but more important, the immediate deployment of fully qualified elementary school
counselors.

Recommendation related to instructional materials

Recommendation 16

The state should provide textbooks and instructional materials for all public school
students in required courses.

Practices related to providing students with free texts and instructional materials required for
participation in courses taught in the state's common schools vary to some degree throughout the state.
The intent of this recommendation is to assure that no student will be penalized because he cannot afford
to purchase texts or instructional materials for required courses. This recommendation in no way implies a
policy of state textbook adoption. To the contrary, selection of textbooks is a prerogative of local school
districts.

1Paul Ford, "Small 1-ligh Schools; Myth, Reality, Potential," The Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary School
Principals 51: 317, 89-95, March 1967.
See also, P. Ford, H. Hite and N. Koch, Education in Small High Schools (Portland, Oregon: Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory, 1967).

2 James B. Conant, The Comprehensive High School (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), p. 25.

3Benjamin Bloom, Stability and Change in Huinan Characteristics (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964).

4Mario Fantini and Weinstein, G., The Disadvantaged (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), and Mario Fantini and
Weinstein, G., Making Urban Schools Work (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968).
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Recommendation related to staffing

Recommendation 17

Each dtstnct should be fire to determine and employ those staffing pattetns vehssh
appear to be most appropnate to the local utuatson.

Recommendation related to teacher salaries

Recommendation 18

The state apportionment for salaries should be determined by placing each district's
personnel on a statewide salary schedule which should be determined by the
legislature at each of its sessions.

This salary schedule, established by the state, should include steps for education and experience.
Implementation of this recommendation would help eliminate special levies. Further, it would put an end
to the excessive hours of salary negotiations now spent at the local level.
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Appendix A

BASIC EDUCATION CRITERIA

FOR THE COMMON SCHOOLS OF THE STATE OF W ASHINGTON

Part One: Summary

Part Two: Responses of AII Responden6 to Opinionnaire

Part Three: Responses of Board Chairmen to Opinionnaire

Part Four: Responses of visrr Presidents to Opinionnaire

Part Five: Responses of WEA Presidents to Opinionnalre

Part Six: Responses of Superintendents and Intermediate School District Superintendents to

Opinionnaire

Part Seven: Responses to PTA Presidents to Opinionnaire



Part One

SUMMARY

This report %ummarucs responses to thc Commission's opinionnaire: Basic Education Criteria for the

(ommon Schools of the State of Washington (September. 1'470).

Purpose of the opinionnaire
Thc opinionnaire was designed to help the Commission iscertain what various groups of individuals.

prineipaily responsibk for education at the local level in Washington. saw as the most important criteria in

establishing a state supported program of basic education. (The opinionnaire is attached.)
The opinionnairc was also developed to serve as a means for validating results from a series of 20

regional conferences conducted by the Commission throughout the state in May 1970. (A report of the
May conferences, Opinions of Local Leaders Regarding Washington's Educational Programs [July 30.

1970) , is attached.)

Sample and return
A total sampling technique was employed. Opinionnaires were sent to .11 district and intermediate

district superintendents or head teachers, district board chairmen, presidents of local teacher unions, local

WEA unit presidents, and PTA Council presidents. Of 933 opinionnaires mailed early in September of

1970, 555 or 54 percent were returned in time for analysis.

Table 1

NUMBER OF OPINIONNAIRES SENT AND RETURNED

Group
Number
Mailed

Number
Returned

Percentage
Returned

Intermediate superintendents 14 14 100.0

Superintendents or head teachers 319 198 62.1

School board chairmen 319 124 38.9

WSFT presidents 21 7 33.3

WEA presidents 196 111 56.6

PTA presidents 64 29 45.3

Unknown 22

Total 933 505

Tabulation of district-by-district responses indicated that 80 percent of the districts in the state were

represented in the total returns. The majority of those districts from which no completed opinionnaire

was returned were category 9 districts the smallest in the state. Table 2 shows the number of districts,

by size, from which no response was received.

Notes on the interpretation of this report:

1. "Small" districts are alluded to frequently within the report. A small district is one which falls within

size groups 6-9 in Table 2 below. Analysis of the responses from all districts indicates that there is a

"break" between size group S and 6 in the way respondents rate the criteria presented. In other

words, groups 6-9 tend to vote the same way. The reason for the "break" at this point is not clear.

2. An immense amount of data (190 tables) was generated from the returned opinionnaires.1 Only the

highlights of data analyses are presented here. The internal format of this report is: the criterion is
stated; then highlights of resonses pertinent to that criterion are noted; finally, a tabulation of
combined rankings givn the criterion by all groups is given. Thus the interpretation of the statistics

regarding the criterion on kindergartens (p. 1) would be: 16.4 percent of the total response to the

criterion is negative; 18.2 percent is mixed; 65.4 percent favor kindergartens.

3. When totaled, most of the percentages reported for most of the criteria do not equal 100 percent.

This is because many respondents did not rank every criterion.

1The tables follow as Parts Two through Seven.



Table 2

DISTRICTS FROM WHICH NO RESPONSE WAS RECEIVED
(By %lie. using the Battdle classification)

Size Enrollment No. of Districts No. Not
Group Range lii Rjnge Re-ponding

Greater than 20.000 6 0
10.000-19.999 9

3 5.000-9.999 20 I

4 2.600-4.999 30 0
5 1.600-2,599 25 5
6 1.000-1.599 28 _'
7 500-999 60 6
8 200-499 65 9
9 Less than 200 78 41

Criteria related to students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the
state.

The majority of respondents assigned this criterion a high priority. This position was consistent
within and among the various groups polled except that the smaller the school district the more apt
directors (36) and superintendents (18) were not to favor kindergartens.

The evidence here suggests that there is substantial support for a kindergarten program.

Absolutely
"No"
6.2

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

10.2 18.2 23.8

Absolutely
"Yes"
41.6

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high
school program or its equivalent supported by the state.

A very large proportion of respondents assigned this criterion a high priority.

Absolutely

.6

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(percent)

1.2 4.8 13.7

Absolutely
"Yes"
79.7

Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported
by the state, should be provided for the following groups of students:

A. Racial minority, urban
Opinion on this criterion was divided, but the following observations are pertinent. The larger a

school district, the more likely -espondents from the district were to assign the criterion high priority. The
smaller the school district, the more likely respondents from the district were to assign the criterion low
priority. This trend was particularly characteristic of board members from small school districts.
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The data indicate, in general, that thosc principally concerned with the schools Operation either are
not aware of the difficul:ies of urban minorities or that they are not willing to do anything about these

problems.

Absolutely
-No"

I 2.0

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

17.4 31,9 18.8

Absolutely
"Yes"

14.3

B. Racial minority, rural
The rankings of this criterion were rather evenly distributed as is shown in the figures below. The

data do show that large district superintendents, WEA members and union members rank this criterion
higher than do small district superintendents and WEA members. Small district superintendents are split
on the issue. Small district board members rank this criterion low.

It appears that those respondents from rural areas are either less likely to recognize problems faced
by rural minorities or that they are not willing to do anything about them.

Absolutely

12.6

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

17.6 32.9 19.5

Absolutely
"Yes"

11.8

C. Handicapped
All respondents assigned this criterion a high priority. There is consistency of opinion both within

and among all groups.

Absolutely

1.0

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

2.7 15.5 29.0

Absolutely
"Yes"
49.1

D. Gifted
In general all groups either tended to rank this criterion high or to have mixed reactions to it. There

was, however, a clearly discernable trend among small school superintendents (36) to assign the criterion a

low ranking.
It is interesting that a relatively large proportion of the respondents ranked this criterion high, yet

only a minute part of the state's education budget is earmarked for the gifted.

Absolutely

8.3

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

12.4 31.7 22.8

Absolutely
"Yes"

19.3

Note: Ten respondents noted that there should be vocational education programs for those not college bound. Four
respondents mentioned the need for special programs for the poor.
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Criterion 4
Each student should he offered those opportunities which will assist hit" in
developing a positive self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and
improved counseling aimed at designing for each student a program which :s
individualized ;Ind assures the student some degree of success.)

This criterion received high ranking within and among all groups except directors of small school
districts.

Absolutely

3.1

Criteria related to curriculum

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

5.4 1/ 8 30.2

Absolutely
"Yes"
37.5

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential courses and activities
required to prepare a student for immediate employment, career training and/or
higher education.

ks will be noted in the figures given below, opinions about this criterion were divided. It is clear,
however, that representatives of the WEA, regardless of district size, ranked the criterion very low. That is,
this group is not satisfied with offering students only a state-supported program of essential courses and
activities. WEA representatives listed a variety of courses which should be offered. These courses may be
categorized in the following program areas: the arts, vocational education and home economics, physical
education and health, human relations and ecology.

Superintendents were split on this issue, although there was a tendency among those in larger
districts to assign the criterion a low priority. These groups mentioned the need for the mine types of
programs listed above in regard to WEA responses to the criterion. Superintendents of small schools
tended to rate the criterion high.

School directors, by a margin of two to one, ranked the criterion high. School district size was not a
significant factor in the directors' responses.

A most obvious question appears as a consequence of data analysis: why should school directors as a
group support a limited basic education program?

Absolutely
"No"
24.3

Reapondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

Absolutely
"Yes"

17.0 18.2 16.2 19.9

Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences
which will enable them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might
include participation in development of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Respondents in general ranked this criterion high. Approximately 90 percent of those who assigned
the criterion low priority were respondents from the small school districts especially school directors.
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Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

Absolutely Absolutely
No,,

6.0 10.6 31.5 29.0 22.2

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school
experiences which will enable them to develop a sense of social responsibility.
(Experiences might include participation in community improvement projects and
assistance in the conduct of local elections)

As is shown below the majority of respondents either assigned this item a relatively high priority or
they expressed mixed feelings. As with Criterion 2 above, respondents from small schools rate this
criterion lower than do their counterparts in larger school districts. It is true, however, that the total
number of small school respondents who assigned the criterion a high priority is slightly more than that of
those who ranked it low.

While it has been argued in the literature that youth in rural areas are given a variety of opportunities
to become self-reliant, the responses to Criteria 2 and 3 do not indicate that those responsible for the
schools are willing to give youth these opportunities.

Absolutely

4.1

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

Absolutely
Ciyes

12.2 33.7 30.6 18.4

Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves
offering students in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them
to the heritage, values and present life-style of culturally different groups.)

More than 51 percent of the respondents ranked this criterion relatively high. Rankings of the
criterion were directly related to school district size; the larger the district, the more likely respondents
were to rank the criterion high. Directors of small schools, as a group, ranked this criterion low.

Absolutely

3.5

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

12.4 32.5 32.5

Absolutely
"Yes"

18.8

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the
school. (Such resources might include parents as well as experts from business,
industry, the arts and sciences, and other appi Jpriate areas.)

Almost all respondents within all groups ranked this item high.
It would be useful to have data describing the numbers and types of school districts throughout the

state which utilize community resources.

Absolutely

.6

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

Absolutely
"Yes"

2.5 13.9 40.6 42.6
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Criterion 6
Sin..-e different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates
ot speed. instruction should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through
which individualized instruction inay be implemented. Some examples include: the
nongradcd school, team teaching and programmed in auction.)

1 hclr v. as general agreement among most respondents that this item should be given high priority.
lntrit,alnitly. almost every respondent who ranked this item low was from a small school district.

Absolutely
"No"
is

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

4.8 19.9 28.0

Absolutely
"Yes"
44.1

Critt rion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies,
should be encouraged to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns.
The state should provide substantial support for development and field testing of
promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each district might
bc set aside for this purpose.)

For the most part respondents accorded this criterion a high ranking. The exception was among small
distnct directors, 32 of whom ranked the criterion low. Several (27) small district superintendents also
tanked the criterion low.

The major reason expressed by small district directors and superintendents for their low ranking of
this criterion was that their staffs were too small to mount innovative programs. The implication here is

that some agency or agencies should be responsible for aiding small districts.
It would seem appropriate in light of the figures noted below that some consideration be given to a

planned program of state-supported educational innovation.

Absolutely
"No"

6.4

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

14.9 24.6 29.6

Absolutely
"Yes"
23.4



Criteria related to services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high
quality. If this criterion were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing
for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote rural areas.)

In general this criterion was ranked high by all respondents. Low rankings were evenly distributed
within and among the various groups of respondents.

Absolutely
"No"

1.9

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

6.4 22.3 33.3

Absolutely
"Yes"
35.8

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this
criterion were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of
disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote rural areas.)

This criterion was given reasonably high ranking by all groups of respondents. Low rankings occurred
for the most part among respondents from small school districts.

Absolutely

3.1

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

11.8 24.2 33.5

Absolutely
"Yes"
26.5

Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion
were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of
disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote rural areas.)

Approximately 50 percent of the respondents ranked this item high. Those who ranked the item low
were evenly distributed within and among respondent groups.

Absolutely

5.8

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

17.8 25.3 25.6

Absolutely
"Yes"
24.6

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles
from the school to which he is assigned.

Most respondents ranked this criterion high.
All but three superintendents who responded to this item ranked it' as high priority. Low rankings

were distributed evenly within and among gyoups of respondents. It was suggested by some respondents
that distance from school not be the only criteria for free transportation. Of equal importance, for
example, might be a child's safety from violence.

25



Absolutely

3.3

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

8.1 16.4 23.2

Criteria related to instructional resources

Absolutely
"Yes"
47.6

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Most respondents ranked this criterion high. This was true within and among groups. Some (3)
respondents who rated this criterion low did so because they thought implementation of the criterion
would lead to a state-adoption policy regarding textbook selection. Others (4) who ranked the criterion
low said that students should learn to become self-reliant one way would be to earn their own money

for purchase of books.

Absolutely
"No"

6.0

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

8.9 18.0 22.3

Absolutely
wyes,,
43.9

Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such
items as pencils, paper and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part
of the schools' regular instructional program.

This criterion was rated low both within and among the groups of respondents.

Absolutely

33.7

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

28.1 19.5 7.9

Absolutely
"Yes"
10.4

Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), an
equipment should be equalized among the state's school districts.

Generally all respondents either ranked this item high or they expressed no strong feeling.
Interestingly, directors of small schools ranked the item high, while small school superintendents tended
to be divided in their opinions. The reason for inconsistency is not clear.

Absolutely

8.9

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

16.1 25.1 22.6
26

Absolutely
"Yes"
25.5



Criteria related to finance and administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For
example, 100 percent support for 55 certificated personnel per 1,000 students.)

Reactions to this issue tended to be polarized with relatively few respondents taking a middle
ground.

The directors of the larger school districts were split on this issue. Sixteen ranked the criterion low;
14 ranked it high. Small school directors consistently ranked the criterion low.

The larger school district superintendents, including those in classification 6, ranked this criterion
high. Small district superintendents are clearly divided on the issue with almost equal numbers ranking it
high and low.

WEA representatives ranked the criterion high as did the few union representatives who responded.
PTA rankings were evenly distributed.

Absolutely

20.3

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

Absolutely
"Yes"

14.7 14.9 20.7 23.6

Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note:
provision would be made to revise the schedule each year.)

Fifty-six percent of the respondents ranked this criterion high. The majority of superintendents in all
sizes of school districts agreed that this criterion should be ranked high. School directors in large districts
also ranked the criterion high, while those from small school districts were split.

Union respondents were split with equal numbers ranking the item high priority and low priority.
WEA representatives were also divided on this issue; those from larger districts tended to rank the criterion
low; those in the smaller districts ranked the criterion high.

Responses from PTA's followed no trend.
A number of respondents remarked that the language of the criterion should be changed to delete the

word "minimum."

Absolutely
"No"
19.0

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

11.8 11.8 19.4

Absolutely
"Yes"
36.6

Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level.
(Note: a "broad program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the
mathematics sequence for those grades.)

This criterion received relatively low ranking. The most obvious trend in the responses was that large
and small district superintendents, board members, WEA and union representatives were opposed to the
criterion.

It should be noted, however, that a considerable number of small school directors, superintendents
and WEA representatives did rank the criterion high. PTA responses were widely distributed.

The major implication of the grouped data regarding this criterion is probably that local districts,
themselves, want to determine and control broad programs offered at the district level.
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Absolutely

24.4

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

24.4 20.5 15.3

Absolutely
"Yes"

14.7

Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

The majority of respondents ranked this criterion high. Responses were consistant within and among

groups.

Absolutely
"No"
12.0

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

12.2 14.7 27.9

Absolutely
"Yes"
31.4

Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined
at the state level. (A "course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year
segment within a broad program. For example, Biology I would be a one-semester or
one-year segment within the science program.)

This criterion was given low ranking by all groups. There were, however, a considerable number of
school directors (34) representing small- and middle-sized districts who ranked the criterion high.

The evidence here strongly suggests that, in general, respondents do not favor letting the state control
what courses and course content should be offered at the local level.

Absolutely

37.9

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

23.6 18.0 11.4

Absolutely
"Yes"

8.1

Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined
at the local level.

This criterion was posed to find out if respondents favored local control of specific courses and
course content. The data indicate that with few exceptions respondents placed a high priority on local
control. Some small district superintendents (15) and small district board members (14) did not favor
local control.

Absolutely

6.2

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

6.4 16.1
28
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28.4

Absolutely
"Yes"
41.6



Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes basic education for that district
above and beyond minimum state requirements.

Respondents ranked this criterion very high. This evidence suggests that local districts would identify
their own specific educational needs above and beyond state requirements. Thus each district would offer
a program geared to its own identified needs.

Absolutely

4.4

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

3.7 14.1 31.1

Absolutely
"Yes"
46.2

Criterion 8
Budgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent
cost, enrollment, staff and other statistical information as a basis for future
comparisons of program and course costs on state-wide, district and intradistrict
levels.

In general this criterion received high ranking from all groups. At the same time, some small school
district board members (16) and some small school district superintendents (23) ranked the criterion low.
From written statements submitted by these two small school groups, it is apparent that they anticipate
more "paperwork" if uniform budgeting systems are introduced. Several (5) of the small districts who
rated the criterion low said that they would have ranked the criterion high if it contained provisions for
accountant help.

The evidence here clearly indicates that this state's common schools should move toward uniform
Kidgeting systems.

Absolutely

3.7

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

8.5 24.2 31.5

Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Absolutely
"Yes"
29.6

The only group which consistently ranked this criterion high was the WEA. The other groups'
ranldngs were divided and no clear patterns of response were obvious.

This evidence leads to the conclusion that those chiefly responsible for the schools' operation are not
aware of the benefits that might accrue from the schools' year-round utilization.

Absolutely

16.8

Respondents' Ranldng of Criterion
(Percent)

14.3 26.9 21.5
29

Absolutely
"Yes"

18.4



Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be
included in developing local school district policies.

Respondents both within and among groups rank this criterion high. Some small district school
directors (12) and superintendents (13) rank this criterion low.

In light of the evidence gathered here, it is apparent that most respondents see a four-way
partnership, among the community, students, teachers and administrators, as important to developing
school district policies. Evidence to support the idea that this partnership actually exists is scant.

Absolutely

4.5

Respondents' Ranking of Criterion
(Percent)

4.7 19.1 34.8

Absolutely
"Yes"
35.6



Attachment
OPINIONNAIRE: BASIC EDUCATION CRITERIA FOR THE

COMMON SCHOOLS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

School District Name and Number

Explanation: Each of the criteria listed below has been suggested as pertinent to what should constitute a
sound program of state supported basic education. The criteria have been drawn from oral and written
statements submitted by representatives of: the legislature, school boards, PTA's, the business and
industrial community, teachers and administrators, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
colleges and universities, the Commission and its staff. You will note some conflicts among the criteria.
These are the natural result of differences in values held within and among the groups which have
submitted criteria.

Please rank each rn the criteria listed below in terms of the priority you would assign it in relation to a
sound program of state-supported basic education. As you proceed in your ranking, remember that state
funds are limited, therefore you must set priorities among the criteria. To indicate your ranking, check the
appropriate space at the right of each of the criteria.

Note: Space is provided at the end of the opinionnaire for listing and ranking
additional criteria which you may want to include. The Commission would also
appreciate any other comments you wish to offer.

PLEASE RETURN THIS OPINIONNAIRE IN THE FNCLOSED ENVELOPE BY SEPTEMBER 18, 1970.

Criteria Related to
Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program
should be available to every child in the state.

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be
afforded the opportunity to complete a high
school program or its equivalent supported by
the state.

Criterion 3
S p e ci a li zed instruction and/or
noninstructional programs and service, fully
supported by the state, shouid be provided
for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban
Racial minority, rural
Handicapped
Gifted
Other, please specify

Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those
opportunities which will assist him in
developing a positive self-concept. (This might
involve development of increased and
improved counseling aimed at designing for
each student a program which is
individualized and assures the student some
degree of success.)

Lowest Highest
Priority Priority

(Absolutely) (Absolutely)

1 2 3 4 5
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Criteria Related to
Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for
the essential courses and activities required to
prepare a student for immediate employment,
career training and/or higher education.

Note: If you have checked "absolutely not,"
please indicate specific courses and/or
a c t iv ities which you think should be
state-supported even though they are not
absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training
and/or higher education.

Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities
to participate in in-school experiences which
will enable them to develop a sense of social
responsibility. (Experiences might include
participation in development of school
policies and planning the curriculum.)

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities
to participate in out-of-school experiences
which will enable them to develop a sense of
social responsibility. (Experiences might
include participation in community
improvement projects and assistance in the
conduct of local elections.)

Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and
value cultural diversity. (This involves offering
students in-school and out-of-school
experiences which would expose them to the
heritage, values and prestt life-style of
culturally different groups.)

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to
enhance the curricula offered within the
school. (Such resources might include parents
as well as experts from business, industry, the
arts and sciences, and other appropriate
areas.)

Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things
in different ways and at different rates of
speed, instruction should be individualized.
(There are a variety of ways through which
individualized instruction may be
implemented. Some examples include: the
no ngrade d school, team teaching and
programmed instruction.)

32

Lowest
Priority

(Absolutely)

1 2

Highest
Priority

(Absolutely)
"Yes"

3 4 5



Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other
e ducational and noneducational agencies,
should be encouraged to develop innovative
programs and organizational patterns. The
state should pp:wide substantial support for
development aria field testing of promising
programs. (A certain percent of the state aid
provided each district might be set aside for
this purpose.)

Criteria Related to Services
Criterion 1

All school districts should offer guidance and
counseling services of equally high quality. (If
this criterion were applied, then weighting
would be involved in providing for the needs
of disadvantaged youth as well as those in
remote rural areas.)

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health
services of equally high quality. (If this
criterion were applied, then weighting would
be involved in providing for the needs of
disadvantaged youth as well as those in
remote rural areas.)

Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services
of equally high quality. (If this criterion were
applied, then weighting would be involved in
providing for the needs of disadvantaged
youth as well as those in remote rural areas.)

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any
student who lives more than two miles from
the school to which he is assigned.

Criteria Related to
Instructional Resources

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for
all students.

Criterion 2
The state should provide students with
instruction-related supplies, including such
items as pencils, paper. and physical education
uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the
schools' regular instructional program.

Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional
materials (print and nonprint), and equipment
should be equalized among the state's school
districts.

Lowest Highest
Priority Priority

(Absolutely) (Absolutely)

1 2 3 4 5



Criteria Related to
Finance and Administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school
districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For
example, 100 percent support for 55
certificated personnel per 1000 students.)

Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum
state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision
would be made to revise the schedule each
year.)

Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools
should be determined at the state level.
(Note: a "broad program" is defined as being
the K-12 language arts sequence or the
mathematics sequence for those grades.)

Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools
should be determined at the local level.

Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be
offered in the schools should be determined
at the state level. (A "course" as usually
defined is a one-semester or one-year segment
within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year
segment within the science program.)

Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be
offered in the schools should be determined
at the local 1,3vel.

Criterion 7
Each school district should define what
constitutes basic education for that district
above and beyond minimum state
requirements_

Criterion 8
Budgeting systems should be established
within the schools to generate consistent cost,
enrollment, staff and other statistical
information as a basis for futuire comparisons
of program and course costs on state-wide,
district and intradistrict levels.

Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a
12-month basis.

Criterion 10
The community and students as well as
teachers and administrators should be
included in developing local school district
policies.

Additional Criteria
,Comments:

Lowest
Priority

(Absolutely)

1
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Highest
Priority

(Absolutely)
"Yes"

2 3 4 5



Part Two
RESPONSES OF ALL RESPONDENTS TO OPINIONNAIRE

Instructions for Interpretation
The tables in Part Two present the total responses of the five groups who participated in the basic

education criteria survey.
The tables should be interpreted as follows:
I. The criterion is stated.
2. The respondent group is listed by code number in the extreme left column of each table so that

"1" represents school board chairmen;
"2" represents Washington State Federation of Teachers local presidents;
"3" represents Washington Education Association local presidents;
"4" represents local district and intermediate district superintendents;
"5" represents PTA local council presidents.

3. There are five horizontal rankings opposite each respondent group. The rankings move from
negative priority at the extreme left to positive priority at the extreme right. The number within
each ranking represents the total number of respondents who assigned the criterion listed in this
specific ranking. Thus, the first table should be read:

"Of all board chairmen responding, group 1, 19 ranked kindergarten as lowest priority,
while 33 assigned it highest priority."

4. The two horizontal sets of figures at the very bottom of each table show the total rankings
assigned the criterion in terms of numbers of votes cast and percentage of total votes cast. Thus
the first table should be read:

"Of all respondents ranking Criterion 1, 201 or 41.6 percent assigned it highest priority,
while 30 or 6.2 percent assigned it lowest priority."

Ciiteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Respondent

Lowest
Priority

(Absolutely)

Highest
Priority

(Absolutely)

1 2 3 4 5

1 19 22 32 18 33

2 2 0 0 3 2

3 1 7 25 37 41

4 8 14 28 53 109

5 0 6 3 4 16

Total 30 49 88 115 201

6.2 % 10.2 % 18.2% 23.8 % 41.6 %
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Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or its
equivalent supported by the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 3 2 8 12 99

2 0 0 1 1 5

3 0 1 8 19 83

4 0 2 5 32 173

5 0 1 1 2 25

3 6 23 66 385

.6% 1.2% 4.8% 13.1% 79.7%

Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should
be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 28 23 41 18 5

/ 0 0 2 3 2

3 5 21 33 22 23

4 22 35 71 44 30

5 3 5 7 4 8

58 84 154 91 68

12.0% 17.4% 31.9% 18.8% 14.3%

Racial minority, rural

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 29 24 41 17 4

2 0 0 3 3 1

3 7 22 33 24 18

4 22 35 73 45 28

5 3 4 9 5 6

61 85 159 94 57

12.6% 17.6% 32.9% 19.5% 11.8%
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Handicapped

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 4 2 23 31 62

2 0 1 1 2 3

3 1 6 16 39 44

4 0 3 30 61 112

5 0 1 5 7 16

5 13 75 140 237

1.0% 2.7% 15.5% 29.0% 49.1%

Gifted
Lowest Priority Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "No" (Absolutely) "Yes"

1 14 14 41 28 19

2 1 0 2 3 1

3 3 13 40 31 16

4 18 30 63 43 49

5 4 3 7 5 8

40 60 153 110 93

8.3% 12.4% 31.7% 22.8% 19.3%

Other, please specify

Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive
self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing
for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 9 9 30 44 30

2 0 2 2 1 2

3 1 6 27 30 47

4 3 7 42 69 88

5 2 2 9 ,, 14

15 26 110 146 181

3.1% 5.4% 22.8% 30.2% 37.5%

1 0,5



Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential courses and activities required to prepare a

student for immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Note: If you have checked "absolutely not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you

think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for

immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 15 19 23 25 35

2 1 0 4 1 1

3 39 26 19 10 10

4 52 32 35 41 44

5 10 5 7 1 6

117 82 88 78 96

24.3% 17.0% 18.2% 16.2% 19.9%

Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable
them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development

of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 17 19 40 27 19

2 0 0 2 1 4

3 3 10 37 33 28

4 5 20 63 72 50

5 4 2 10 7 6

29 51 152 140 107

6.0% 10.6% 31.5% 29.0% 22.2%

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community
improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

1 9 13

2 0 1

3 0 14

4 8 26

5 3 5

20 59

4.1% _1328.2%

I. 0 G

Highest Priorky
(Absolutely) "Yes"

48 37 16

0 3 3

34 38 24

74 63 39

7 7 7

163 148 89

33.7% 30.6% 18.4%



Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students
in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them to the heritage, values and present
life-style of culturally different groups.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 8 31 43 31 10

2 0 0 1 3 3

3 1 11 36 36 28

4 6 15 68 77 45

5 2 3 9 10 5

17 60 157 157 91

3.5% 12.4% 32.5% 32.5% 18.8%

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 7 20 49 46

2 0 0 1 2 4

3 0 1 10 52 48

4 1 3 30 85 93

5 0 1 6 8 14

3 12 67 196 205

.6% 2.5% 13.9% 40.6% 42.4%

Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction
should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be
implemented. Some examples include: the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 8 12 33 30 38

2 0 0 1 2 4

3 1 1 21 30 58

4 3 10 35 65 99

5 0 0 6 8 14

12 23 96 135 213

2.5% 4.8% 19.9% 28.0% 44.1%
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Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged
to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support
for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each
district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 14 24 38 27 20

2 0 2 0 1 4

3 2 15 20 38 35

4 12 26 53 71 48

5 3 5 8 6 6

31 72 119 143 113

6.4% 14.9% 24.6% 29.6% 23.4%

Criteria Related to Services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion

were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well

as those in remote rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 7 8 33 39 37

2 0 1 1 4 1

3 I 7 27 40 36

4 0 I 1 46 72 83

5 1 4 I 6 16

9 31 108 161 173

1.9% 6.4% 22.3% 33.3% 35.8%

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

I 8 16 34 39 26

2 0 1 1 2 3

3 4 13 22 40 31

4 2 22 59 75 53

5 1 5 1 6 15

15 57 117 162 128

3.1% 11.8% 24.2% 33.5% 26.5%

to
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Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 13 20 37 24 27

2 0 1 2 2 2

3 6 20 23 31 31

4 8 40 55 62 47

5 1 5 5 5 12

28 86 122 124 119

5.8% 17.8% 25.3% 25.6% 24.6%

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to
which he is assigned.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 7 7 15 26 66

2 0 2 2 1 2

3 4 19 25 26 37

4 4 8 29 52 115

5 1 3 8 7 10

16 39 79 112 230

3.3% 8.1% 16.4% 23.2% 47.6%

Criteria Related to Instructional Resources

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No" Highest Priority

(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 9 10 17 26 59

2 1 0 2 3 1

3 11 14 27 23 36

4 8 16 36 50 101

5 0 3 5 6 15

29 43 87 108 212

6% 8.9% 18.0% 22.3% 43.9%



Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the schools' regular instructional
program.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 47 35 12 10 19

2 1 4 0 2 0

3 45 31 22 8 5

4 53 63 53 18 25

5 17 3 7 0 1

163 136 94 38 50

33.7% 28.1% 19.5% 7.9% 10.4%

Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipment should be
equalized among the state's school districts.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 12 20 28 23 38

2 0 1 0 4 2

3 7 17 26 32 28

4 21 35 61 46 45

5 3 5 6 4 10

43 78 121 109 123

8.9%

Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

16.1% 25.1% 22.6% 25.5%

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnel per 1,000 students.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 41 20 16 21 18

2 0 1 2 2 2

3 11 13 21 23 35

4 38 33 31 47 56

5 8 4 2 7 3

98 71 72 100 114

20.3% 14.7% 14.9% 20.7% 23.6%
42
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Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to
revise the schedule each year.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 37 9 8 26 42

2 0 3 1 0 3

3 28 18 18 13 32

4 21 24 25 49 93

5 6 3 5 6 7

92 57 57 94 177

19.0% 11.8% 11.8% 19.4% 36.6%

Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (Note: a "broad
program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematics sequence for those
grades.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 38 26 24 17 19

2 0 2 0 2 3

3 26 33 25 16 11

4 49 52 43 34 32

5 5 5 7 5 6

118 118 99 74 71

24.4% 24.4% 20.5% 15.3% 14.7%

Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 15 16 18 29 44

2 2 1 3 1 0

3 11 9 22 35 33

4 23 32 24 65 64

5 7 1 4 5 11

58 59 71 135 152

12.0% I2.2% 14.7% 27.9% 31.4%
- 4 3 -
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Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year segment within the science program.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 35 30 24 21 13

2 2 2 1 0 2

3 48 29 17 14 3

4 86 49 41 17 16

5 12 4 4 3 5

183 114 87 55 39

37.9% 23.6% 18.0% 11.4% 8.1%

Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 10 10 29 33 40

2 2 0 1 2 2

3 5 7 16 33 50

4 9 13 32 63 93

5 4 I 0 6 16

30 31 78 137 201

6.2% 6.4% 16.1% 28.4% 41.6%

Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes b lir; education for that district above and beyond
minimum state requirements.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 5 9 18 30 60

2 0 1 1 3 2

3 4 3 18 35 50

4 10 5 28 75 94

5 2 0 3 7 17

21 18 68 150 223

4.4% 3.7% 14.1% 31.1% 46.2%
I 44
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Cri ter io n 8
Budgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff
and other statistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on
state-wide, district and intradistrict levels.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 6 11 24 43 36

2 0 0 3 2 2

3 3 5 30 33 35

4 9 22 c 6 70 53

5 0 3 4 4 17

18 41 117 152 143

3.7% 8.5% 24.2% 31.5% 29.6%

Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 33 14 26 29 18

2 0 2 / 0 2

3 9 14 32 30 23

4 36 37 64 41 32

5 3 2 6 4 14

81 69 130 104 89

16.8% 14.3% 26.9% 21.5% 18,4%

Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local

school district policies,

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 9 7 31 36 38

2 0 0 1 4 2

3 3 5 22 34 47

4 8 10 35 85 71

5 2 1 3 9 14

22 23 92 168 172

4.5% 4.7% 19.1% 34.8% 35.6%
45
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Part Three

RESPONSES OF BOARD CHAIRMEN TO OPINIONNAIRE

Instructions for Interpretation
The tables in Part Three present responses of school board chairmen, by school district size, to each

criterion in the basic education criteria survey.
The table should be interpreted as follows:
(1) The criterion is stated.
(2) The school district size (by student enrollment) from which each group of respondents came is

listed by code number in the extreme left column of each table so that
"1" represents enrollment greater than 20,000
"2" represents districts between 10,000 and 19,999
"3" represents districts between 5 300 and 9,999
"4" represents districts betweer 2,600 and 4,999
"5" represents districts betwem 1,600 and 2,599
"6" represents districts between 1,000 and 1,599
"7" represents districts between 500 and 999
"8" represents districts between 200 and 499
"9" represents districts with less than 200 enrollment

(3) There are five horizontal rankings opposite each respondent group. The rankings move from
negative priority at the extreme left to positive priority at the extreme right. The number within
each ranking represents the total number of respondents, by district size, who assigned the
criterion listed this specific ranking. Thus the first table should be read:

"Of all board chairmen representing school district size 4 who responded, none assigned
kindergarten lowest priority, while 5 assigned it highest priority."

(4) The last set of horizontal figures at the bottom of eac11 table represents the total number of
votes cast by respondents at each ranking level. Thus the first table should be read:

"Of all board chairmen ranking Criterion 1, 19 ranked it as lowest priority, while 33
assigned it highest priority."

Note: Parts Four through Seven should be interpreted in the same manner as that
described above for Part Three.

Criteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 2 0

2 1

3 1 1 1 4 4

4 2 5 3 5

5 1 2 1 6

6 2 2 3 3 2

7 5 3 8 7

8 6 10 7 2 4

9 4 4 5 3 5

19 4tex:7 22 32 18 33

114



Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or its
equivalent supported by the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 2

2

3 1 1 9

4 1 1 13

5 1 9

6 2 10

7 1 4 18

8 2 2 6 19

9 1 1 19

3 2 8 12 99

Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should
be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 1

2 1

3 1 5 4 1

4 2 2 8 1 1

5 2 3 3 1

6 5 2 4 1-

7 6 5 3 6

8 8 11 1

9 4 6 1 1

28 23 41 18 5
48
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Other, please specify

Not bound for college

2 Vocational

3 Poor (Less than $4,000)

Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive
self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing
for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1

2 1

3 4 5 1

4 1 4 7 3

5 2 3 5

6 5 2

7 4 4 9 5

8 4 3 6 9 7

9 1 8 5 4

9 9 30 44 30

Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion I
Full state support should be provide,: nnly for the essential courses and activities required to prepare a
%tudent for immedi.ate employment. rt'ei- training and/or hhcr education.
Note: If you have checked "absolut-ey not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you
think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.

Driver Training Drama Industrial Arts Home Economics Art
Music Health Vocational Physical Education

3

4

5

1

9

Lowrst Priority
(Absolutely)"No"

Highest l'eiority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

3

3

1

I

1_

4

1

4

'

3

1

1

3

l

1

-

4

6

2

4

2

3

4

4

5

-)

1
.c..

4

2

9

9

7

15 19 23 25 35
50 -



Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable

them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development

of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
0 0 0 0 2

2
1

3 I 3 3 1 3

4 4 4 5 1

5 1 6 1 2

6 2 5 3 1

7 5 4 7 4 3

8 5 3 9 10 2

9 4 4 5 3 5

17 19 40 27 19

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them to deve!op a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community

improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Hiihest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
0 0 0 2 0

2 1

3 1 7 2 1

4 1 2 4 6 2

5 1 6 3

6 1 2 6 3

7 3 i 12 5 2

8 2 3 7 13 4

9 2 3 5 3 7

9 13 48 37 16

5l 7.-,
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Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students
in-school and out-of-school experinces which would expose them to the heritage, values and present
life-style of culturally different groups.)

Lowest Priolity
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Ah-Dlutely) "Yes"

1 1

2 1

3 3 3 4 1

4 2 4 6 2

5 1 5 4

6 1 2 5 4

7 2 8 6 3 4

8 4 8 10 6 1

9 1 7 9 3 1

8 31 43 31 10

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 1

2 1

3 2 4 5

4 1 10 4

5 1 1 3 5

6 1 4 6 1

7 1 3 3 7 9

8 1 6 10 12

9 1 4 8 8

2 7 20 49 46
52
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Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction

should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be

implemented. Son- examples include. the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

Lowest Priority
Highest Priority

(Absolutely) "No"
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2

2
1

3
3 3 5

4 1 5 3 6

5 1 1 2 2 4

6
4 6 2

7 2 5 6 4 6

8 4 3 8 5 7

9 1 2 5 6 6

8 12 33 30 38

Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged

to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support

for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each

district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
0 0 0 1 1

2
1

3 2 3 5 1

4
2 8 2 3

5 1 1 3 4 1

6 2 3 3 3 1

7 2 7 5 4 5

8 5 9 8 4 3

9 2 2 8 3 5

14 24 38 27 20

53
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Criteria Related to Services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion
were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well
as those in remote rural areas.)

1

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2 1

3 1 3 4 3

4 1 1 3 4 6

5 1 2 2 5

6 1 1 5 2 3

7 2 8 5 8

8 2 8 14 5

9 1 3 8 6

7 8 33 39 37

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 0 1

2 1

3 1 2 4 3 1

4 2 5 7 1

5 2 2 4 2

6 I 1 4 3 3

7 2 2 9 3 7

8 1 2 7 14 5

9 3 4 2 5 6

8 16 34 39 26
54
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Criterion 3
MI school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 0 1

2 1

3 3 4 2 2

4 2 I 7 3 1

5 2 4 2 2

6 1 2 3 3 2

7 4 2 8 1 8

8 3 6 7 9 4

9 3 3 3 4 7

13 20 37 24 27

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to

which he is assigned.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 1

2 1

3 1 2 1 7

4 1 2 3 3 6

5 1 1 2 3 3

6 3 2 6

7 2 1 2 18

8 4 3 8 13

9 1 1 5 12

7 7 15 26 66
55 -
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Criteria Related to Instructional Resources

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 0

2 1

3 1 2 2 5

4 1 1 5 4 4

55 1 1 3 5

6 1 2 3 5

7 1 1 3 3 15

8 4 3 3 7 12

9 1 3 3 13

9 10 17 26 59

Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the schools' regular instructional
program.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 0

2 1

3 4 2 3 2

4 3 8 1 1 2

5 2 4 2 2

6 5 2 1 3 1

7 6 9 2 6

8 17 6 4 2

9 8 4 3 1 4

47 35 12 10 19

56_
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Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipinent should be
equalized among the state's school districts.

Lowest Priority
(Absolt:tely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1

2 1

3 / 2 3 1 3

4 1 7 3 1 3

5 2 2 3 3

6 1 3 2 5

7 1 1 6 4 10'

8 4 2 7 10 6

9 4 3 4 2 7

12 20 28 23 38

Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnei per 1)000 students.)

1

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1

2 1

3 9 2 6

4 4 2 1 6 2

5 2 2 1 2 3

6 4 1 4 2

7 8 4 5 4

8 12 6 4 3 3

9 8 3 3 1 3

41 20 16 21 18
57
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Criterion 2
rne legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to
revise the schedule each year.)

1

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 1

2 1

3 3 2 2 4

4 3 1 2 9

5 1 5 4

6 1 6 5

7 7 1 2 12

8 14 6 1 2 5

8 1 3 6 3

37 9 8 26 42

Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (Note: a "broad
program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematit,s sequence for those
grades.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1

2 1

3 4 4 1 2

4 4 2 5 4

5 3 3 1 1 2

6 2 3 3 3

7 7 7 3 2 4

8 10 5 8 2 4

9 7 4 3 4 3

38 26 24 17 19
58_
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Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 0 1

2 1

3 1 1 6 4

4 1 5 3 2 4

5 1 6 3

6 3 2 3 3

7 3 3 3 4 9

8 5 2 5 6 11

9 2 3 2 4 9

15 16 18 29 44

Criterion 5
Specific courses i.nd course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year segment within the science program.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 0 0

2 1

3 4 3 3 2

4 3 5 4 3

5 5 3 2

6 1 3 2 4 1

7 8 3 4 3 4

8 7 10 6 3 3

9 5 2 5 4 5

35 30 24 21 13
59
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Criterion 6
Specific course and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Prioeity
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 2

2 1

3 1 2 3 5

4 1 4 4 3 3

6 4

6 1 4 3 3

7 2 3 4 6 7

8 3 1 10 6 9

9 2 2 5 5 7

10 10 29 33 40

Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes basic education for that district above and beyond
minimum state requirements.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 2

2 1

3 1 4 6

4 1 2 2 7 3

5 1 1 1 2 5

6 1 2 3 6

7 2 2 5 2 12

8 3 3 8 14

9 4 4 12

5 9 18 30 60
60



rion 8
;eting systems she .1.1d be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff
other statistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on
-wide, district and intradistrict levels.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1

3 1 5 5

4 1 3 5

5 1 3 6

6 9 3

7 2 2 5 5 8

8 3 4 10 8 3

9 5 4 8 3

6 11 24 43 36

:erion 9
h district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 1 0 0

2
1

3 1 3 6 1

4 1 1 2 7 4

5 2 2 3 3

6 3 1 3 3 2

7 6 2 8 4 3

8 11 4 4 4 5

9 9 3 2 2 2

33 14 26 29 18
61

.1.2 8



Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local
school district policies.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 2

2 1

3 1 1 4 5

4 2 5 5 3

5 1 5 2 2

6 3 4 4

7 2 2 6 4 9

8 2 2 7 12 5

9 3 1 4 5 7

9 7 31 36 38

Additional Criteria
1. Correct timing on county tax funds to local districts.
2. State legislature should be made flexible enough for each two years' seniors to relate to one-year

school budgeting.
3. County apportionment ratio should be held to actual 25 or 50 percent tax evaluation; should not

devalue to the current 16.91 percent.
4. Federal funding and staffing. If districts commit to staffing and programming application make it

mandatory that Federal funding cannot be cut after a certain date.
5. Have only one group responsible for state accreditation.
6. Review bus condition; out-of-district vs. local carriers. Kids cannot afford the tariff out of this

district.
7. Review Teachers vs. Board negotiating law. Amend to be more explicit as to procedures, etc. Boards

are tiring of all the time involved. Are all things really negotiable?
8. Review contract automatic teacher renewal condition. Institute state-wide basic achievement tests.
9. Improve vocational training program.

10. Develop adult education program.



Part Four

RESPONSES OF WSFT PRESIDENTS

TO OPINIONNAIRE

Criteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 1

2 0 0 0 2 1

3 1 0 0 0 0

4

5

6

7

8

9

2 0 0 3 2

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or its

equivalent supported by the state.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 0

1

2

2

1

0 1



Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should
be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 2 0 1

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 0 2 3 2

Racial minority, rural
1 0 0 3 0 0

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 0 3 3 1

Handicapped
1 0 1 1 0 1

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 1

64 -t
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Gifted

Lowest PrioritY
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 1 1 0

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0 2 3 1

Other, please specify:

1. Underprivileged 1

Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive
self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing
for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 1

1

0

1

0

1

1

0 2 2 1 2
65
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Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential course and activities required to prepare a
student for immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Note: If you have checked "absolutely not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you
think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.

Art
Music

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

Literature
Social Studies

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0

1

0 2

2

1

0 1

1 0 4 1 1

Ctiterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable
them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development
of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 2 1 0

3

1

0 0
66
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Critetion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them to develop ,a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community

improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 0 1

2

1

1

1

0 1 0 3 3

Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students

in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them to the heritage, values and present

life-style of culturally different groups.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priarity
(Absolutely) "Yes'

0 0 1 2

1

0

2

1

0 0
67
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Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 1

1

1

2

1

0 0 1 2 4

Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction
should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be
implemented. Some examples include: the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absokutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 0

2

2

1

1

0 0
681J5

1 2 4



Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged

to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support

for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each

district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 0 0 1

2 1 2

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0

Criteria Related to Services

2 0 1 4

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion

were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well

as those in remote rural areas.)

1

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2 0

2 1 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 169L36 1 4



Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

1

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 0 1 1

2 1 1 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 1 1 2 3

Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 1

2 1 1 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

0 1

70
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Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to
which he is assigned.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 0

2

1 0

1

1

0

Criteria Related to Instructional Resources

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

2

2 2 1 2

Lowest Priority Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "No" (Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1

2

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0 2 3 1

71



Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the schools' regular instructional
program.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely)"No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 2 0 0 0

2 0 2 0 1 0

3 0 0 0 1 0

4

5

6

7

8

1 4 0 2 0

Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipment should be

equalized among the state's school districts.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0

1

0 2

2

1

1

0 1

72
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Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnel per 1,000 students.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0

1

2 0

2

1

1

0 1 2 2 2

Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to
revise the schedule each year.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0

3

1 0 2

0 3 1 0 3

73 140



Criterion 3
Broad progxams to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (Note: a "broad

program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematics sequence for those

grades.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1

1

0 0 2

1

0 2 0 2 3

Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1

1

0

1

2

1

0

1

0

2 1

74
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Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year segment within the science program.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 1

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

2 2 1 0 7

Criterion 6
Specific course and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes'

1 0 1 0 1

2 2 1

3 1

4

5

6

7

8

9

2 0
75
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1

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0

1

0

1

3 0

2

0 1 1 3 2

Merion 8
iudgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff
nd other statistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on
tate-wide, district and intradistrict levels.

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1

2

1

1

1

1

0 3 2 2

76
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Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolzitely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1

1

1

1

0 1

1

0 2 2 0 2

Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local
school district policies.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0

1

3

1

0

2

0 0 1 4 2

Additional Criteria
1. Clearly distinguish between classroom and administrative costs.
2. School should be open 12 months (students attend three out of four quarters.)

77
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Part Five

RESPONSES OF WEA PRESIDENTS

TO OPINIONNAIRE

Criteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 3 3

2 2 1

3 2 1 6 3

4 2 6 9

5 1 6 6

6 1 3 2 6

7 2 10 8 8

8 1 7 4 4

9
1 2

1 7 25 37 41

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or its

equivalent supported by the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 5

2 3

3 2 2 8

4 1 2 1 13

5 1 2 10

6 4 3

7 3 5 20

8 3 13

9 1 3

0 1 8 19 83
79
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Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should

be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priorhy
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 5

2 1 2

3 3 2 3 4

4 1 2 5 2 6

5 1 6 4 1

6 1 2 5 3 1

7 10 9 3 3

8 1 3 5 4 2

9 2 I 1

5 21 33 22 23
Racial minority, rural

1 0 0 0 0 5

2 1 2

3 3 2 4 3

4 1 3 5 3 4

5 1 7 4

6 1 4 3 3 1

7 1 7 11 4 2

8 2 3 4 4 2

9 2 I 1

7 22 33 24 18
Handicapped

1 0 0 0 0 5

2 2 1

3 2 2 4 4

4 2 4 10

5 1 8 3

6 1 2 3 6

7 1 4 13 9

8 2 5 3 5

9 1 2 1

1 6 16 39 44
80 _
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Gifted

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 0 4

2 2 1

3 4 3 3 2

4 2 6 5 2

5 1 8 3

6 1 3 6 ,
1

7 2 3 10 9 2

8 2 8 3 2

9 1 1 2

3 13 40 31 16

Other, please specify

1. Vocational

2. Poor

Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive

self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing

for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 0 4

2 1 2

3 1 4 2 5

4 3 9 5

5
1 2 10

6 3 4 5

7 3 7 9 9

8 1 2 5 3 5

9 1 1 2

1 6 27 30 47
81
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Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential courses and activities required to prepare a
student for immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Note: If you have checked "absolutely not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you

think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.

Music Vocational Dr.ana Humanities
Art Physical Education Speech Ecology
Home Economics Foreign Languages Social Studies Health
Shop Civics Human Relations English

Counseling

1

Lowest Priority
4.bsolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2 1

2 1 2

3 5 3 1 2

4 6 4 4 1 1

5 4 7 1

6 2 3 2 3 2

7 12 7 3 2 2

8 6 4 3 3

9 1 1 2

39 26 19 10 10

Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable
them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development
of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 2 3 1

2 1 2

3 1 3 6 2

4 '7
-) 6

5 1 6 2 4

6 1 3 5 3

7 2 3 7 10 6

8 2 6 2 6

9 1 2 1

3 10 37 33 28
82 -
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Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community
improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 4 1

2 1 1 1

3 2 3 6 1

4 2 5 5 4

5 1 6 2 4

6 3 3 5 1

7 3 8 8 9

8 1 7 5 3

9 1 1 2

0 14 34 38 24

Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students
in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them to the heritage, values and present
life-style of culturally different groups.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 0 6

2 1 2

3 3 6 3

4 3 5 5 4

5 2 4 3 4

6 1 6 2 3

7 1 11 11 5

8 1 2 5 5 3

9 1 1 2

1 11 36 36 28



Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 1 4

2 2 1

3 2 4 6

4 2 .8 7

5 7 6

6 3 6 3

7 1 14 13

8 2 8 6

9 2 2

0 1 10 52 48

Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction
should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be
implemented. Some examples include: the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 2 0 4

2 1 2

3 1 4 7

4 3 5 9

5 3 10

6 2 2 8

7 8 11 9

8 1 1 3 4 7

9 1 1 2

21 30 58



Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged

to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support
for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each

district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 1 2 2

2
3

3 1 3 2 6

4 3 4 5 5

5 2 1 5 4

6 1 2 4 5

7 1 4 4 13 6

8 1 3 4 5 3

9 1 2 1

2 15 20 38 35

Criteria Related to Services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion

were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well

as those in remote rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 2 2 2

2 1 2

3 4 6 2

4 3 5 4 5

5 1 2 2 8

6 2 5 5

7 10 10 8

8 1 2 1 8 4

9 1 3

1 7 27 40 36
85_
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Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 3 2

2 1 2

3 3 3 4 2

4 1 3 2 9 2

5 4 4 5

6 1 2 1 3 4

7 1 3 5 7 12

8 1 2 4 6 3

9 1 2 1

4 13 22 40 31

Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 2 3

2 2 1

3 1 7 3 1

4 5 3 6 3

5 2 3 1 3 4

6 .4.

7 1 4 7 5 11

8 2 2 3 6 3

9 1 2 1

6 20 23 31 31



Criterfon 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to
which he is assigned.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 2 3

2 1 1 1

3 1 1 2 4 4

4 5 6 3 3

5 3 1 4 5

6 1 5 3 3

7 3 5 5 15

8 1 4 6 3 2

9 1 2 1

4 19 25 26 37

Criteria Related to Instructional Resources

Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Higbest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 2 3

2 1 1 1

3 2 4 2 4

4 2 2 5 3 5

5 1 3 2 2 5

6 1 2 2 7

7 3 3 9 6 7

8 1 3 3 5 4

9 2 1 1

11 14 27 23 36
87 _



Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the scl-ools' regular instructional
program.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No" Highest Priority

(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 1 3 0 1

2 2 1

3 4 2 6

4 8 6 2 1

5 5 5 1 1 1

6 2 3 3 3 1

7 14 9 3 2

8 7 2 4 1 2

9 2 2

45 31 22 8 5

Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipment should be
equalized among the state's school districts.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 2 1 2

2 2 Ii

3 1 3 4 3

4 1 8 6 2

5 2 3 5 3

6 i 3 3 5

7 3 4 3 10 8

8 2 2 5 3 4

9 2 2



Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnel per 1,000 students.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 2

2 1 1

3 2 1 3 2 4

4 2 2 3 7

5 1 1 3 4 4

6 1 1 2 2 5

7 3 3 6 7 9

8 5 4 2 4

9 2 1 1

11 13 21 23 35

Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to
revise the schedule each year.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priurity
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 1 1 1 0

2 1 1 1

3 4 2 3 2 1

4 3 3 3 8

5 6 3 4

6 5 2 1 4

7 3 5 4 2 13

8 3 3 2 4 4

9 1 1 1 1

28 18 18 13 32

19-05



Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (Note: a "broad
program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematics sequence for those
grades.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 2 1 1 0

2 2 1

3 2 8 2

4 5 4 6 2

5 3 3 4 2 1

6 1 3 2 2 4

7 7 9 7 3 2

8 3 2 4 5 2

9 1 1 1 1

26 33 25 16 11

Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 2 3

2 3

3 1 2 5 4

4 2 1 3 6 5

5 2 1 6 4

6 2 1 5 1 3

7 3 1 8 9 7

8 3 3 1 5 3

9 1 1 1 1

11 9 22 35 33
90
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Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or on.c.:-year segment within the science program.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutey) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 3 1 1 1 0

2 2 1

3 6 5 I

4 6 6 1 3 1

5 8 3 2

6 2 4 2 3 1

7 13 6 7 2

8 7 2 3 3 1

9 1 1 1 I

48 29 17 14 3

Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 1 4

2 3

3 3 3 6

4 2 2 8 5

5 3 3 7

6 1 2 2 3 4

7 1 2 2 12 11

8 1 2 3 2 8

9 1 1 2

5 7 16 33 50



Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes basic education for that district above and beyond
minimum state requirements.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 0 4

2 1 2

3 4 3 5

4 2 1 2 7 5

5 1 4 8

6 2 3 3 4

7 1 3 10 14

8 4 6 6

9 2 2

4 3 18 35 50

Criterion 8
Budgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff
and other statistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on
state-wide, district and intradistrict levels.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 2 2

2 1 2

3 3 3 5

4 6 4 7

5 1 3 6 3

6 3 6 3

7 1 2 10 5 9

8 1 3 3 c 2

9 1 1 2

3 , 5 30 33 35

158



Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

-
Highest Priority

(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 3 3 0

2 2 1

3 1 1 1 4 4

4 2 6 2 7

5 3 1 5 3

6 5 5 2

7 3 6 6 8 5

8 2 3 4 2 4

9 1 2 1

9 14 32 30 23

Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local

school district policies.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 -,,.. 2 2

2
3

3 1 1 6 4

4 I 1 3 3 9

5 1 1 4 7

6 1 2 4 5

7 1 9 8 10

8 1 3 6 6

9 1 1 1 1

3 5 22 34 47

Additional Criteria
1. improve staff-education ratio.
2. Improve staff weighting characteristics.
3. Implement state-wide purchase of all materials and equipment.

93 1 09



Part Six

RESPONSES OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND INTERMEDIATE DISTRICT

SUPERINTENDENTS* TO OPINIONNAIRF

Criteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 2 1 4 8

1 1 4

2 2 6

3 4 10

4 1 3 3 18

5 6 5

6 1 3 7 10

7 1 3 9 12 19

8 3 7 10 7 20

9 1 2 2 7 9

8 14 28 53 109

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or it
equivalent supported by the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 2 13

1
1 4

2 2 6

3 2 1 11

4 25

5 2 9

6 2 19

7 1 8 35

8 2 11 34

9 1 3 17

0 2 5 32 173

*Responses include some members of intermediate dist t taffs in addition to intermediate district superintendents.
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Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should
be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 6 3 4

1 1 2 2

2 1 1 2 2

3 1 3 2 5 2

4 5 6 4 8 2

5 2 5 2 1

6 1 3 14 1 1

7 3 6 20 13 2

8 11 6 14 4 10

9 il 6 4 4 4

22 35 71 44 30

Racial minority, rural

Lowest Priority Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "No" (Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 6 3 4

1 2 2 1

2 1 1 2 2

3 1 3 2 6 1

4 5 6 5 7 2

5 2 5 2 1

6 1 4 14 1 1

7 3 6 20 12 2

8 11 6 14 5 10

9 1 5 4 5 4

22 35 73 45 28
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Handicapped

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 4 10

1 1 2 2

2 3 3

3 1 7 6

4 5 3 17

5 4 7

6 5 4 11

7 1 6 12 25

8 8 15 23

9 2 3 -7 8

0 3 30 61 112

Gifted

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 5 3 6

1
1 2 1 1

2 1 2 3

3 3 6 2 3

4 5 ,- 11 3 4

5 4 3 3

6 3 2 10 3 3

7 5 6 11 13 8

8 4 9 11 8 13

9 1 6 1 4 8

18 30 63 43 49

Other, please specify

Migrant 1

Adults 1 1

Economic Minority 1

97



Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive
self-conccpt. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing
for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 6 9

2 1 3 4

3 1 3 10

4 2 1 5 9 8

5 1 6 4

6 1 4 6 9

7 1 15 14 14

8 4 10 14 18

9 1 4 8 7

3 7 42 69 88

Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential courses and activities required to prepare a
student for immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Note: If you have checked "absolutely not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you
think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.

Vocational
Hu manities
Music, Art

Ecology
Physical Education
Social Studies

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Health, Home Economics
Debate, Drama
Industrial arts

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 4 3 2 4 2

1 3 1 1

2 6 1 1

3 5 2 2 4

4 7 5 6 3 4

5 3 1 5 1 1

6 4 7 1 4 4

7 8 5 8 7 14

8 8 6 6 15 10

9 4 1 7 5 3

52 32 35 41 44
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Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable
them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development
of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 1 9 5

1 3 2

2 1 2 2 3

3 4 4 5

4 2 3 7 10 3

5 4 2 5

6 1 10 5 5

7 1 5 16 13 8

8 1 7 14 15 10

9 1 2 5 9 4

5 20 63 72 50

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them io develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community
improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 0 4 6 5

1 1 4

2 2 3 3

3 2 2 6 4

4 2 4 9 8 2

5 4 5 2

6 2 11 4 4

7 2 7 19 8 6

8 2 9 16 11 9

9 1 2 6 8 4

8 26 74 63 39
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Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students
in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them to the heritage, values and present
life-style of culturally different groups.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 4 6 5

1 2 3

2 2 3 3

3 2 6 6

4 2 1 7 12 3

5 5 5 1

6 2 9 7 3

7 1 2 17 15 8

8 3 7 16 15 6

9 2 6 6 7

6 15 68 77 45

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0 0 7 9

1 4 1

2 1 7

3 2 4 8

4 2 10 13

5 2 4 5

6 3 9 8

7 5 21 18

8 1 10 19 17

9 2 6 6 7

1 3 30 85 93
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Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction
should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be
implemented. Some examples include: the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0 1 6 9

1
5

2
8

3 7 7

4 5 9 11

5 1 1 3 6

6 1 2 3 3 12

7 1 13 14 16

8 1 4 10 16 16

9 1 2 2 7 9

3 10 35 65 99

Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged
to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support
for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each
district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 3 6 6

1
1 2 2

2 1 3 4

3 1 4 3 5

4 2 4 7 8 4

5 1 1 3 5 1

6 1 3 9 4 3

7 5 4 10 16 9

8 2 9 10 18 8

9 1 2 6 6 6

12 26 53 71 48

Note: Small schools do not have enough staff to develop innovative programs.
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Criteria Related to Services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion
were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well
as those in remote rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0 1 8 7

1 1 1 3

2 1 3 4

3 1 3 6 4

4 2 4 11 8

5 2 6 3

6 6 6 9

7 2 10 12 20

8 2 15 15 15

9 3 4 4 10

0 11 46 72 83

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (if this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 2 9 4

1 1 1 3

2 1 2 2 3

3 1 / 2 5 4

4 1 10 10 4

5 4 5 2

6 1 4 6 5 5

7 6 9 17 11

8 4 16 16 11

9 3 7 5 6

2 22 59 75 53
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Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 2 3 8 3

1 1 2 2

2 1 2 2 3

3 1 3 3 3 4

4 9 10 4 2

5 3 3 4 1

6 2 5 4 7 3

7 1 5 9 15 14

8 2 9 14 12 10

9 2 3 6 5 5

8 40 55 62 47

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to
which he is assigned.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 2 4 1 8

1 1 1 3

2 1 6

3 2 4 7

4 1 4 3 17

5 1 4 6

6 1 5 4 11

7 1 1 3 13 26

8 1 1 7 15 21

9 1 1 1 7 10

4 8 29 32 115
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Criteria Related to Instructional Resources
Criterion 1
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 2 5 3 4

1 1 I 1 2

2 2 1 5

3 1 1 3 8

4 2 5 18

5 1 1 2 7

6 4 7 10

7 2 3 5 15 19

8 1 6 12 10 18

9 2 1 5 3 10

8 16 36 50 101

Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the schools' regular instructional
program.

Lowest Priority
(Abso!utely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 4 7 3 1 1

1 1 4

2 3 3 2

3 2 5 2 1 4

4 5 6 6 4 4

5 3 2 1 5

6 6 6 4 3 2

7 14 15 8 4 3

8 12 14 15 4 2

9 7 4 7 1 2

53 63 53 18 25
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Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipment should be
equali7ed among the state's school districts.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 2 7 3 4

1 2 1 1 1

2 2 1 1 4

3 2 2 5 2

4 4 6 8 7

5 2 4 2 1 2

6 1 3 6 4 7

7 4 3 15 13 9

8 6 11 15 8 7

9 4 5 7 2 2

21 35 61 46 45

Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

Criterion 1
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnel per 1)000 students.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

0 2 4

1 1

2 2

3 3 2

4 2 2

5 1 2

6 1 1

7 7 10

8 10 11

9 9 1

38 33
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Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2 3 51

-,z. 2

2 1 3

2 2 4

6 8 7

2 1 4

2 6 11

7 11 7

6 10 8

2 3 5

31 47 56



Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to
revise the schedule each year.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 3 4 5 3

1 2 2 1

2 2 2 1 1 2

3 2 1 6 5

4 1 1 1 6 16

5 1 1 3 2 5

6 1 3 1 2 14

7 3 4 8 10 18

8 6 4 7 12 18

9 4 3 3 11

21 24 25 49 93

Criterion 3
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (Note: a "broad
program" is defined as being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematics sequence for those
grades.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 3 4 3 4

1 1 3 1

2 3 2 2 0

3 5 5 2 1

4 5 4 9 2 5

5 1 7 1 1 1

6 2 5 4 6 4

7 10 11 6 10 7

8 13 11 13 5 5

9 .7 6 1 3 4

49 52 43 34 32
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Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 2 3 1 6 2

1 1 1 2 1

2 1 1 2 4

3 1 1 8 4

4 3 3 4 7 8

5 1 3 5 1

6 3 6 3 4 5

7 8 7 5 9 15

8 3 7 4 17 15

9 2 2 3 5 9

23 32 24 65 64

Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year segment within the science progTam.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 6 5 1 3

1 3 2

2 6 2

3 9 4 1

4 13 7 4 1

5 I- 3 2 1

6 7 6 4 1 3

7 17 8 9 6 4

8 17 14 8 5 2

9 9 5 1 2 3

86 49 41 17 16
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Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 1 2 9 3

1
1 2 2

2 1 1 6

3 1 3 9

4 1 4 6 14

5 1 5 5

6 2 4 6 9

7 4 6 8 11 14

8 1 3 6 17 20

9 1 I 5 3 11

9 13 32 63 93

Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes basic education for that district above and beyond
minimum state requirements.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0 1 5 10

1 I 4

2 1 2 5

3 6 8

4 4 1 5 5 10

5 1 3 1 6

6 3 1 4 7 6

7 1 1 9 16 17

8 1 3 24 19

9 1 2 9 9

10 5 28 75 94
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Criterion 8
Budgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff
and other s'.atistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on
state-wide, iistrict and intradistrict levels.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 2 1 5 8

1 1 2 2

2 2 2 3

3 2 6 6

4 1 3 7 6 8

5 1 1 6 3

6 2 4 1 5 9

7 2 3 19 15 5

8 3 5 17 15 6

9 1 3 6 8 3

9 22 56 70 53

Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 5 6 2 2

1
1 3 1

2 2 2 2 2

3 2 3 7 2

4 2 2 12 3 6

5 1 1 4 2 2

6 7 7 3 3 1

7 8 11 7 13 5

8 13 6 19 4 4

9 2 3 7 2 7

36 37 64 41 32
109

1 it4t



Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local
school district policies.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 0 1 10 5

1 1 3 1

2 1 3 4

3 1 1 6 5

4 3 3 6 12

5 1 3 7

6 1 1 5 9 6

7 1 1 11 20 10

8 1 7 10 17 12

9 1 2 8 9

8 10 35 85 71

Additional Criteria
1. Changes in teacher training.
2. Weighting factor for remote schools or school districts.
3. Funds for in-service training.
4. Reduction of Superintendent of Public Instruction staff to controllable limit.
5. Financial ability of the district.
6. Maintenance of local control.
7. Length of time student is in school to depend on performance, not number of days.
8. Relation of state support to district performance.
9. State funds on basis of students enrolled.

10. Negotiations on state level.
11. State-wide salary schedule.
12. Amendment of negotiations act.
13. Equal financing of all district basic programs.
14. Equalized salary schedule.
15. Regional vocational schools.
16. Dependence of state support on taxable evaluation behind each student.
17. State funds on per-pupil base.
18. Full funding by state of all mandatory state programs.
19. Vocational education.
20. Local control.



Part Seven

RESPONSES OF PTA PRESIDENTS TO

OPINIONNAIRE

Criteria Related to Students

Criterion 1
A state-supported kindergarten program should be available to every child in the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 0 2

2 1 4

3 2 1 4

4 1 1 5

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

0 6 3 4 16

Criterion 2
Every individual in the state should be afforded the opportunity to complete a high school program or its
equivalent supported by the state.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 0 3

2 1 1 3

3 7

4 1 6

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 2

9

0 1 1 2 25
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Criterion 3
Specialized instruction and/or noninstructional programs and service, fully supported by the state, should
be provided for the following groups of students:

Racial minority, urban

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(A'nolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 1 0 1

2 1 1 3

3 2 1 2 1

4 3 1 2

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

3 5 7 4 8

Racial minority, rural

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 1 0 1

2 1 1 2 1

3 2 1 1 1 1

4 3 1 2

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

3 4 9 5 6
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Handicapped

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 2

2 1 1 1 2

3 1 1 5

4 2 5

5 2 1

6 1

7 1

8

9

0 1 5 7 16

Gifted

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 0 2

2 2 2 1

3 1 2 1 2

4 1 1 3 2

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 I

8
1

9
4 3 7 5 8

Other, please specify

1. Vocational
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Criterion 4
Each student should be offered those opportunities which will assist him in developing a positive
self-concept. (This might involve development of increased and improved counseling aimed at designing
for each student a program which is individualized and assures the student some degree of success.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 1

2 2 3

3 1 3 3

4 1 2 4

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

2 2 9 2 1 4

Criteria Related to Curriculum

Criterion 1
Full state support should be provided only for the essential courses and activities required to prepare a
student for immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.
Note: If you have checked "absolutely not," please indicate specific courses and/or activities which you
think should be state supported even though they are not absolutely necessary to prepare a student for
immediate employment, career training and/or higher education.

Physical Education Family Life Drugs, Alcohol
Art Vocational Driver Training
Music Counseling Sports
Foreign Languages Law Enforcement Home Economics, Shop
Human Relations City Government

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 0 1 0 0

2 2 1 1 1

3 1 2 1 3

4 2 1 2 1 1

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

10 5 7 1 6
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Criterion 2
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in in-school experiences which will enable

them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in development

of school policies and planning the curriculum.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 1 0

2
2 3

3 1 1 2 1 2

4
5 1 1

5 1 1 1

6
1

7 1

8
1 1

9

4 2 1 0 7 6

Criterion 3
All students should be provided opportunities to participate in out-of-school experiences which will enable

them to develop a sense of social responsibility. (Experiences might include participation in community

improvement projects and assistance in the conduct of local elections.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
1 1 1 0 0

2 1 2 1 1

3 1 1 1 1 3

4 1 2 3 1

5 1 1 1

6
1

7
1

8
1

9

3 5 7 7 7
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Criterion 4
The school curriculum should recognize and value cultural diversity. (This involves offering students
in-school and out-of-school experiences which would expose them to the heritage, values and present
life-style of culturally different groups.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 2 0

2 1 2 2

3 1 1 2 3

4 3 1 3

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 2

9

2 3 9 10 5

Criterion 5
Community resources should be used to enhance the curricula offered within the school. (Such resources
might include parents as well as experts from business, industry, the arts and sciences, and other
appropriate areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 1 1

2 1 1 3

3 1 2 4

4 1 2 4

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

0 1 6 8 1 4
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Criterion 6
Since different students learn different things in different ways and at different rates of speed, instruction

should be individualized. (There are a variety of ways through which individualized instruction may be

implemented. Some examples include: the nongraded school, team teaching and programmed instruction.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
0 0 1 2 0

2
5

3
2 1 4

4
5 1

5
1 2

6
1

7
1

8
1

1

9
0 0 6 8 14

Criterion 7
School districts, in conjunction with other educational and noneducational agencies, should be encouraged

to develop innovative programs and organizational patterns. The state should provide substantial support

for development and field testing of promising programs. (A certain percent of the state aid provided each

district might be set aside for this purpose.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

I 0 1 0 2 0

2 I 2 1 1

3 2 2 I 2

4 I 3 1 1

5
1 1 1

6 1

7
1

8
2

9

3 5 8 6 6
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Criteria Related to Services

Criterion 1
All school districts should offer guidance and counseling services of equally high quality. (If this criterion
were applied, then weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well
as those in remote rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 2

2 1 4

3 1 1 2 3

4 1 2 3

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

1 4 1 6 16

Criterion 2
All school districts should offer health services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 0 2

2 1 1 1 2

3 1 1 5

4 2 2 2

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

5 1 6 1 5
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Criterion 3
All school districts should offer food services of equally high quality. (If this criterion were applied, then
weighting would be involved in providing for the needs of disadvantaged youth as well as those in remote
rural areas.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 0 1 2

2 2 3

3 1 2 1 3

4 1 2 1 1 1

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

1 5 5 5 12

Criterion 4
Free transportation should be provided any student who lives more than two miles from the school to
which he is assigned.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 1 ,'

2 1 2 2

3 1 1 3 2

4 1 3 1 2

5 2 1

6
1

7
1

8
2

9
1 3 8 7 10
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Criteria Related to Instructional Resources

Criterion I
The state should provide free textbooks for all students.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 1 0 1 1

2 1 3 1

3 1 1 5

4 1 2 4

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

0 3 5 6 15

Criterion 2
The state should provide students with instruction-related supplies, including such items as pencils, paper
and physical education uniforms, which are necessary as a part of the schools' regular instructional
program.

1

2

3

4

5

6

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

2

4

4

4

1

2

0

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

0 0

1

17 3 7 1



Criterion 3
The quality and quantity of instructional materials (print and nonprint), and equipment should be
equalized among the state's school districts.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 0 1 2 0

2 2 3

3 2 1 4

4 1 2 1 2

5 1 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

3 5 6 4 10

Criteria Related to Finance and Administration

Criterion I
State funds should be distributed to school districts on a basis of staff ratios. (For example, 100 percent
support for 55 certificated personnel per 1,000 students.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 1 0 1

2 2 1

3 2 1 3

4 4 1 1

5 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1

9

8 4 2 7 3
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Criterion 2
The legislature should establish a minimum state-wide salary schedule. (Note: provision would be made to

revise the schedule each year.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 1 0 1 1

1 2 1

2 2 1 1 1

1 2 1 2

1 1 1

1

1

6 3 5 6 7

Criterion 3
Broad programs be offered in the schools should be determined at the statc level. (Note: a "broad
program" is dc: .tci 3S being the K-12 language arts sequence or the mathematics sequence fox those
giades.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 0 2 0 0 1

2 2 2 1

3 1 2 1 3

4 3 1 2 1

5 1

6

7
1

8 2

9

5 5 7 5 6
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Criterion 4
Broad programs to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 1

2 1 1 2

3 2 2 2

4 1 1 1 4

5 1 2

6 I

7 1

8 1 1

9

7 1 4 5 11

Criterion 5
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the state level. (A
"course" as usually defined is a one-semester or one-year segment within a broad program. For example,
Biology I would be a one-semester or one-year segment within the science program.)

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 2 0 0 0 1

2 1 2 1 1

3 3 3 1

4 4 1 2

5 1 1

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

12 4 4 3 5
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Criterion 6
Specific courses and course content to be offered in the schools should be determined at the local level.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 0 2

2 1 3

3 1 3 3

4 2 4

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

4 1 0 6 1 6

Criterion 7
Each school district should define what constitutes basic education for that district above and beyond

minimum state requirements.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 0 2

2 2 3

3 1 2 4

4 1 2 4

5 1 2

6 1

7 1

8 1 1

9

2 0 3 7 17
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Criterion 8
Budgeting systems should be established within the schools to generate consistent cost, enrollment, staff

and other statistical information as a basis for future comparisons of program and course costs on

state-wide, disLict and intradistrict levels.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1
0 0 0 1 2

2
1 4

3 1 2 1 3

4 2 1 3

5
1 2

6
1

7
1

8
1 1

9

0 3 4 4 17

Criterion 9
Each district's schools should be utilized on a 12-month basis.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

0 0 1 1 1

2 2 1 2

3
2 1 4

4 2 1 1 3

5
1 2

6
1

7
1

8 1 1

9

3 2 6 4 14
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Criterion 10
The community and students as well as teachers and administrators should be included in developing local

school district policies.

Lowest Priority
(Absolutely) "No"

Highest Priority
(Absolutely) "Yes"

1 1 0 0 1 1

2 2 3

3 2 5

4 1 1 3 2

5 1 1 I

6 1

7

8 1 1

9

2 1 3 9 14

Additional Criteria
1. Vocational schools should be established.
2. Extra curricular activities should be expanded.
3. School administration should be conducted by a business specialist, not an educator.

4. Small districts should offer same courses as large districts.
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Appendix B

OPINIONS OF LOCAL LEADERS

REGARDING WASHINGTON'S EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

The Temporary Special Levy Study Commission was set up in 1969 by the legislature to examine

ways essential types of education can best be provided for all pupils in all of Washington's school districts.
The study covers education of children and youth through completion of high school. It does not deal
with community college or university education.

Commission Purpose
One major Commission goal is to explore possibilities for providing state funds to finance types of

instruction deemed essential to enable all pupils to become competent adults and to maintain
Washington's progress and prosperity. The Commission hopes that if this can be done, fewer school
districts will have to rely so heavily on special levies to finance essential aspects of instruction.

The Commission assumes that a careful review of economic and social trends and projections will
help show what types of instruction are most essential for the present and the near future. To this end it
has reviewed the reports of numerous public and private agencies and commissions, from which it has
extracted reliable information about emerging economics, social and civic conditions and needs. Major
sources of such information are listed in Attachment One.

A summary of information obtained from these sources was published in "Education for the
1970's," and was made available for public discussion. This information provides a broad picture of the
conditions in which pupils now in school will live and work as adults. Such information indicates the
major kinds of capabilities pupils will need to become productive and responsible citizens. Obviously,
Washington's continued progress and prosperity depend largely on adequate provisions for enabling young
citizens to acquire such capabilities.

Public Discussion and Opinion
The Commission believes that citizens' opinions about the importance of various types of instruction

should play a major role in its recommendations. For this reason, in May 1970, the Commission held 20

all-day conferences of local leaders in various parts of the state. These conferences were held in Seattle,

Bellingham, Longview, Omak, Vancouver, Everett, Edmonds, Kent, Spokane, Wenatchee, Bellevue,

Aberdeen, Tacoma, Olympia, Port Angeles, Walla Walla, Pasco, Yakima, Moses Lake and Cheney.
Commission members, school board members and school district superintendents nominated local

leaders from 149 communities to express their views about the importance of 7 major aspects of public
education. Governor Daniel J. Evans sent each nominee a personal invitation to attend. All conferences

were open to the public and representatives of the communications media; a total of 1,143 persons

attended.
Each conference was organized into morning and afternoon sessions so that small grGups of

participants could examine facts and express their views about the following aspects of education.

Early Childhood Education
Elementary and Middle School Education
High School Education
Vocational-Technical Education
Special Services for Pupils with Special Needs
Learning Materials
Administrative Services

Each participant used a copy of "Education for the 1970's" to obtain background for informed
discussion. Participants worked with one discussion group in the morning session and with another during

the afternoon session. 1193



The Commission sought to emphasize purposeful and candid Oiscussions. Discussion questions were
prepared to serve the following purposes:

Activate analytical thought and judgement.
Assure freedom for expression of different points of view.
Stimulate analysis of values of types and qualities of instruction and services.
Emphasize constructive criticism and suggestion.
Avoid unrealistic oversimplified, yes-or-no, all-or-nothing reactions and mere negative accusation.

Questions were phrased to focus discussion on subjects shown to be important by the assessment of
present and emerging needs described above.

Anonymous opinionnaires were prepared so that after discussion, each participant could
confidentially give the Commission his personal views about the importance of various types of
instruction, guidance, counseling, health service, recreation and administrative service. At the close of each
session, participants anonymously recorded their views on opinionnaires. For each aspect of instruction or
service, they marked spaces titled as follows:

Favor Favor Favor Favor
Less Present More Major

Emphasis Emphasis Emphasis Change

Most participants filled out one opinionnaire after a morning discussion of one subject and another
after discussion of a different subject during the afternoon. A few did not remain for afternoon
discussions. Participants filled out a total of 1,884 opinionnaires.

Table 1 shows the numbers of opinionnaires filled out by participants engaged in various types of
occupations.

Table 2 shows the numbers of opinionnaires filled out by participants who participated in discussions
of each of the 7 conference subjects.

The Seven Major Elements of the Educational Progrk. n
As noted above, most persons participating in local conferences were invited on the basis of their

leadership roles in their home communities. The opinions reported below should not be viewed as a cross
section of all citizens' opinions. They can be viewed as representative of the views of local leaders who are
identified with the occupational groups shown on Table One.

Tables 3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12 and 13 show the percentages of local conference participants favoring
more, present and less emphasis on specific aspects of each of the 7 conference subjects. These tables also
show percentage of participants favoring major change. Those favoring major change were requested to
write descriptions of the changes they would recommend. These recommendations are being analyzed for
a subsequent report.

Each participant was requested to write his occupation on each of the two opinionnaires he filled
out. At the outset of this study, the staff speculated that the opinions of teachers and school
administrators might differ markedly from those of other citizens. Analysis of differences in the opinions
among persons ngaged in various types of occupations indicates that they are not significant; indeed the
similarities of opinion are much greater than the differences.

Each participant was also requested to write the name of his home town on the opinionnaires he
filled out. Analysis of results shows that differences in the opinions between persons living in large and
small communities, and between those living east and west of the Cascade Mountains are sc slight that
they cannot be deemed significant.

About 90 percent of all persons attending the 20 local conferences favor either present or more
emphasis on most of the educational elements listed on the opinionnaires. Of that 93 percent, about half
favor more emphasis.
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Local leaders demonstrated exceptionally great interest in putting more emphasis on vocational

education. There was equal interest in means of tailoring instruction, guidance and counseling to fit the

different capabilities and needs of individual pupils.
Numbers of conference participants attending discussions on early childhood education, special

services for pupils with special needs, and learning materials were only about half the numbers attending

other discussions. However, exceptionally large percentages of those participants favor more emphasis on
those aspects of the state's educational program. (See Tables 3, 11 and 12.)

Large percentages of participants also favor more emphasis on instruction and activities aimed at

helping pupils enlarge their capacities to reason and to acquire attitudes and capabilities that foster

life-long learning and self-discipline.

Early Childhood Education
A total of 206 participants filled out opinionnaires on nine aspects of early childhood education.

Relatively few conference participants chose to attend the groups discussing this subject, but the analysis

of need reported in "Education for the 1970's" indicates the growing importance of early childhood
education. And as Table 3 clearly shows, a substantial majority of those who did discuss this subject favor

more emphasis on all aspects of early childhood education except kindergarten.

Elementary and Middle School Education
A total of 352 participants filled out opinionnaires on 46 aspects of elementary and middle school

education.
Table 4 shows the percent of conference participants favoring various degrees of emphasis on each

aspect. Most participants favoring "major change" wrote specific suggestions. These suggestions are being

analyzed for a subsequent report.
Table 5 shows percent of puticipants who favored more emphasis on 29 aspects of elementary

education. Relatively few favored less emphasis on any aspect.
Table 6 shows five aspects which 10 percent or more of the participants thought should be given less

emphasis.
Clearly, most local leaders feel that practically all aspects of elementary and middle school education

should be given their present emphasis or more emphasis.

High School Education
A total of 364 participants filled out opinionnaires on 75 aspects of high school education.

Table 7 shows the percent of participants favoring various degrees of emphasis on each aspect. Most

participants favoring "major change" wrote specific suggestions. These suggestions are being analyzed for a

subsequent report.
Table 8 shows the percent of participants who favored more emphasis on 24 various aspects of high

school education. Relatively few favored less emphas;3 on any aspect.
Table 9 shows 13 aspects which 10 percent, or more, of the participants thought should be given less

emphasis.
Clearly, most local leaders feel that practically all aspects of high school education should be given

their present emphasis or more emphasis.

Vocational-Technical Education
Table 10 shows the percent of participants who favored various degrees of emphasis on various

aspects of vocational education.
It is notable that more than 50 percent of respondents favored more emphasis on 28 of the 36

aspects of vocational-technical histruction and guidance.
Very few participants thought any aspect of vocational education should be given less emphasis. Only

three aspects were throught to rate less emphasis by as much as eight percent of the participants.
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Special Services for Pupils with Special Needs
A total of 151 participants filled out opinionnaires on eight types of special services.
Table 1 I shows the percent of participants favoring various degrees of emphasis on each aspect. Most

participants favoring "major change" wrote specific suggestions. These suggestions are being analyzed for a
subsequent report.

It is notable that between 47 and 61 percent of all participants favored more emphasis on all eig:.
types of special services. Only one type was thought to rate less emphasis by as much as five percent of the
participants.

Clearly, most local leaders feel that practically all aspects of special services for pupils who need them
shoald be given more emphasis.

Learning Materials
A total of 130 participants filled out opinionnaires on 10 types of learning materials.
Table 12 shows the percent of participants favoring various degrees of emphasis on each type. Most

participants favoring "major change" wrote specific suggestions. These suggestions are being analyzed for a
subsequent report.

From 42 to 86 percent of all respondents favored more emphasis on all 10 types of earning
materials. Very few favored less emphasis on any type. The highest percent favoring less emphasis was 5.5
percent for magazines.

Administrative Services
A total of 338 participants filled out opinionnaires on 20 aspects of administrative services.
Table 13 shows the percent of participants favoring various degrees of emphasis on each aspect. Most

participants favoring "major cbange" wrote specific suggestions. These suggestions are being analyzed for a
subsequent report.

More than 50 percent of respondents favored more emphasis on 13 of the 20 aspects of
administrative services. Less emphasis on school bus service was favored by 13.3 percent of respondents
and on school lunches by 18.6 percent. No other aspect received less emphasis votes by as much as 10
percent of the respondents.



Table I

OPINIONNAI RES COMPLETED BY PERSONS IN EACH
OF 13 OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

OCCUPATIONAL GROUP NUMBER OF OPINIONNAIRES

Professional 304

Technical 29

Skilled Worker 54

Commercial 147

Managerial 126

Industrial 5

Public Service 31

Agriculture 79

Homemaker 490

Education 477

Retired 7

Student 62

Others 73

Total 1,884
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Table 2

NUMBERS OF OPINIONNAIRES PERTAINING
TO EACH CONFERENCE SUBJECT

SUBJECT NUMBERS OF OPINIONNAIRES

Early Childhood Education 206

Elen-3ntary and Middle School Education 352

High School Education 364

Vocational-Technical Education 342

Special Services for Pupils with Special Needs 151

Learning Materials 130

Administrative Services 339

Total 1,884



Table 3

NUMBERS AND PERCENTS OF 206 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

9 TYPES OF EARLY CHILDHOOD SERV.CE AND EDUCATION

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor

Present
Emphasis ,

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

N . % mo. t mo. % N . %

Information for parents about ade-
quate child care and training.

3.2 34 17.9 122 64.2 28 14.7

Parent counseling centers providing
advice about nutrition and care of
young children.

10 5.4 29 15.6 125 67.2 22 11.8

Physical and psychological examina-
tions that identify disabilities
that need correction.

13 7.1 51 27.9 101 55.2 18 9.8

Special physical and mental health
services for children with disa-
bilities .

10 5.4 48 26.1 112 60.9 14 7.6

Clinics providing services that cor-
rect childrens' disabilities and give
parents professional advice about
proper home care.

a 4.6 58 33.1 96 54.9 13 7.4

Day care centers for children of
working mothers.

15 8.4 38 21.3 III 62.4 14 7.9

Nursery schools. 10 5.6 58 32.2 95 52.8 17 9.4

Kindergartens. 7 3.8 102 55.7 62 33.9 12 6.6

Financial assistance to assure food
and health services for children of
low-income families.

23 13.8 45 23.9 85 50.9 14 8.4



Table 4

NUMBERS AND PERCENTS OF 352 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF 46

ELEMENTS OF ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL EDUCATION

T
I

Favor
Less

Emphasis ,

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

. Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No.1 % No. % No. %

INSTRUCTION AIMED AT ENABLING PUPILS

TO ACQUIRE THE BASIC ABILITIES THEY 0 0.0 78 24.1 208 64.2 38 11.7

NEED TO CONT I NUE LEARN I NG .

Reading abi I ity. 2 0.6 81 23.4 216 62.4 47 13.6

Arithmetica I concepts and ski I Is. 4 I .2 I 50 43.7 159 46.4 30 8.7

Writing ability. 4 1.2 122 36.1 189 55.9 23 6.8

Speaking abi I ity. 3 C.9 104 30.5 210 61.6 24 7,0

Effective study habits. 3 0.9 64 18.9 236 69.8 35 10.4

DEVELOP INTEREST IN LEARNING I 0.3 58 17.4 211 63.2 64 19.2

DEVELOP ATTITUDES NECESSARY FOR:

Responsible citizenship, 9 2.7 64 19.2 213 64.0 47 14.1

Respect for other people's needs and
rights.

7 2.0 56 16.4 218 63.7 61 17.8

Effective work with other people 7 2.1 100 29.4 190 55.9 43 12.6

Good personal health habits. 9 2.6 202 59.4 III 32.6 18 5.3

DEVELOP INTERESTS AND SKILLS NEEDED 23 8.0 125 43.3 116 40.1 25 8.7

FOR tf.uNSTRUCT IVE USE OF LE I SURE T I ME.

Music. 11 3.3 198 59.1 106 31.6 20 6.0

Crafts. 19 5.6 189 56.1 109 32.3 20 5.9

Art. 15 4.5 192 57.1 113 33.6 16 4.8

Sports. :15 22.5 195 58.6 45 13.5 18 5.4

Hobb ies, 51 15.7 159 48.9 102 31.4 13 4.0

. -136_
20(..



Table 4-Continued

Favor

Less
Emphasi s

Favor
Present

Emohasi s

Favor
',lore,

Emphasi s

Favor
Ma jor

Change

No. ;:, NO . ho. :Jo

IN UPPER GRADES, SUPPLYING OF READ-
ING AND SOCIAL STUDIES MATERIALS
THAT BEGIN TO ACQUAINT PUPILSWITH 10 3.0 63 18.8 225 7.2 37 11.0
THE MANY KINDS OF MODERN VOCA- '

TIONAL OPPORTUNITIES.

EFFORTS TO IND' V 1 DUAL I ZE INSTRUCTION

SO EACH PUP 1 L CAN ACH 1 EVE AT A PACE 8 2.4 55 16.3 200 59.3 74 22.0
BEST FOR ill S OWN BACKGROUND AND AB! L-

1 T 1 ES .

Individualized programs of courses. 19 5.7 62 18.7 199 60.1 51 15.4

1nd i vi dua I i zed ass ignments. II 3.3 73 22.1 199 60.3 47 14.2

Variety of short units of study so each

pupil can use those which best meet his

own need:;.

23 7.1 88 27.2 190 58.6 7 7.1

F I ex ible schedu I i ng so study can
be ad justed to meet i ndiv idua I

needs.

20 6.1 83 25.5 184 56.4 39 12.0

S'i udent access to a variety of
books, f i Ims, eguipmirt, etc.

3 0.9 III 33.1 187 55.8 34 10.1

GU I DANCE AND COUNSEL 1 NG 26 8.6 67 22.3 151 50.2 57 13.9

1 nformat i on about modern occu-
pations.

12 3.7 95 29.2 192 59.1 26 8.0

Use of tests providi no teacher
and parents wi th facts about

each pup i I 's progress, abi I ities,

and difficulties.

37 11.2 130 39.5 137 41.6 25 7.6

Use of tests that help teachers
i dent i fy pup i I s' handicaps so

teachers and parents can help
pup i I s overcome them.

17 5.2 110 33.3 177 53.6 26 7.9

Student-parent-counselor confer-
ences to make future educational

plans.

9 2.7 85 25.4 207 62.0 33 9.9

Student-parent-counselor confer-
ences to exp lore students' occu-

pat i ona I opportunities and plans.
25 7.5 95 28.4 189 56.6 25 7.5
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Table 4-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor Favor
More Major

Emphasis . Chanae

No. i, No. 'F, No. , No. p

Counselor-parent conferences to
discuss cooperative home-school
efforts to help pupils overcome
handicaps.

6 1.8 92 27.6 205 61.6 30 9.0

PERSONAL SERVICES THAT SUPPORT GROWTH 17 6.3 119 44.4 107 39.9 25 9.3

AND LEARNING.

Physic:al examinations. 31 9.5 206 63.0 77 23.5 13 4.0

Mental health examinations. 38 12.0 170 53.8 95 30.1 13 4.1

Physical exercises. 15 4.5 210 62.5 97 28.9 14 4.2

School lunches. 37 11.2 215 65.0 59 17.8 20 6.0

Special services for handicapped
and disadvantaged pupils.

9 2.8 146 45.8 141 44.2 23 7.2

Health services. 23 7.1 204 62.8 84 25.8 14 4.3

Remedial Instruction. 9 2.8 105 32.9 181 56.7 24 7.5

Parent-teacher conferences. 10 3.0 126 37.8 177 53.2 20 6.0

SCHOOL CLUBS, PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES
AIMED AT HELPING PUPILS TO:

Develop useful occupational know
ledge and skills.

18 5.7 120 38.1 160 50.8 17 5.4

Apply facts and ideas of special
interest to them--science, eco-
nomics, health, etc.

II 3.4 118 36.2 182 55.8 15 4.6

Exercise self-discipline and per
sonal responsibility.

7 2.1 78 23.7 209 63.5 35 10.6

Develop leadership abilities. 15 4.6 107 32.6 187 57.0 19 5.8

Participate in community improve
ment projects.

14 4.2 105 31.8 184 55.8 27 8.2

Develop leisure time interests
and skills.

32 9.6 121 36.4 150 45.2 29 8.7

2il2
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Table 5

ASPECTS OF ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL

EDUCATION FOR WHICH MORE THAN 50 PERCENT OF

PARTICIPANTS FAVORED MORE EMPHASIS

PERCENT

Effective study habits.
In upper grades, supplying of reading and social studies materials that
begin to acquaint pupils with the many kinds of modern vocational
opportunities.

I nstructi on a imed at enab I i ng pup i I s to acqui re
the basic abi I i ties they need to continue learning.
Responsible citizenship.
Respect for other peop les needs and rights.
Exercise of self-discipline and personal responsibility.

Development of interest in learning-

Read i ng abi I ity.
Student-parent-counse I or conferences to make future
educationa I p I ans.

Speaking abi 1 ity.
Counselor-parent conferences to di scuss cooperative
home-schoo I ef forts to he I p pup i I s overcome hand i caps .

I ndi vidua I i zed assignments.

Individualized programs of ,:nurses.

Efforts to i nd iv i dual i ze instruction so each pup i I

can ach ieve at a pace best for his own background
and abi I ities.
Information about modern occupations.
Variety of short units of study so each pupi I can
use those best meeting h is own needs.

Development of leadership abilities.

Remedial i nstructi on.
Student-parent-counselor conferences to explore
students' occupational opportunitiss and plans.
F I exi b le schedu I ing so study can be adjusted to
meet individua I needs.

Effective work with other people.
Writing abi I ity.

69.8

67.2

64.2
64.0

63.7

63.5
63.2

62.4

62.0

61.6

61.6

60.3

60.1

59.3

59.1

58.6

57.0

56.7

56.6

56.4

55.9

55.9
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Table 5Continued

PERCENT

Application of facts and ideas of special interest to them
scienc,-.., economics, health, etc.

Participation in community improvement prects.

Student access to a variety of .00ks, f i ms,
equi pment, etc.
Use of tests that he I p teachers identi fy pup i I s'
handicaps so teachers n d parents can help
pup i I s overcome them.

Parent-teacher conferences.

Development of useful occupational knowleage and skills.

Guidance and counseling.

55.8

55.8

55.8

53.6

53.2

50.8

50.2
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Table 6

ASPECTS OF ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE COHOOL

EDU;CATION FOR WHICH BETWEEN 10 AND 23 PERCENT OF

PARPCIPANTS FAVORED LESS EMPHASIS

PERCENT

Sports. 22.5

Hobbies. 15.7

Mental health examinations. 12.0

School lunches. 11.2

Use of testr, providing teacher andaparents with

facts about each pupil's progress, abilities

and diffizulties.

11.2
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Table 7

NUMBERS AND PERCENT OF 363 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

75 ASPECTS OF HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No. % No. % No. %

INSTRUCTION AIMED AT ENABLING PUPILS
TO:

Acquire up-to-date knowledge. 9 2.6 109 32.0 184 54.0 39 11.4

Reason out ways of applying know
ledge to new opportunities and
problems such as:

I 4.0 2 8.0 15 60.0 7 28.0

Family living. 27 7.8 67 19.3 183 52.6 71 20.4

Community planning. 23 6.6 70 20.1 195 56.0 60 17.2

Drug abuse. 20 5.8 62 17.9 189 54.5 76 21.9

Develop interests and abilities
needed for life-long learning.

7 ''' 1 48 14.1 206 60.4 80 23.5

Acquire useful occupational capa
bilities.

18 5.2 89 25.9 175 51.0 61 17.8

Develop self-discipline and acce
personal responsibilities.

I 0.3 55 15.9 214 61.7 77 22.2

Succeed in an occupation immed-
iately after high school grad-
uation.

73 21.3 115 33.6 124 36.3 30 8.8

Succeed in advanced trade school
or community college training.

22 6.5 116 34.5 162 48.2 36 10.7

Prepare for college work. 64 18.6 188 54.5 67 19.4 26 7.5

Protct the environment against
pollution.

32 9.2 102 29.5 168 48.6 44 12.7

Participate in public affairs. 16 4.6 77 22.2 199 57.3 55 15.9

Participate in community improvc-
ment projects.

II 3.2 86 24.8 205 59.1 45 13.0

Participate in voting. 25 7,3 87 25.4 182 53.2 48 14.0

Participate in political activ-
ities.

37 10.9 103 30.5 155 45.9 43 12.7
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Table 7-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No. % No. % No. %

PARTICIPATE IN CULTURAL AND COMMUNITY 4 3.0 58 43.3 58 43.3 14 10.4

CULTURAL ACTIVITIES.

Music. 22 6.5 205 60.8 99 29.4 11 3.3

Art 19 5.7 200 59.7 106 31.6 10 3.0

Dramm. 22 6.6 195 58.6 103 30.9 13 3.9

Libraries. ll 3.3 161 48.1 137 40.9 26 7.8

Community beautification program-. 24 7.4 138 42.7 137 42.4 24 7.4

Development of good personal health 4

habits.

1.3 141 45.2 143 45.8 24 7.7

Constructive use of leisure time. II 6.0 62 33.9 83 45.4 27 14.8

Music. 31 9.7 158 49.5 113 35.4 17 5.3

Dramo. 31 9.8 161 50.8 107 33.8 18 5.7

Reading. 19 5.8 121 37.2 157 48.3 28 8.6

Crafts. 26 8.1 143 44.4 132 41.0 21 6.5

Art. 35 10.8 160 49.4 108 33.3 21 6.5

Spons. 41 13.0 170 53.8 84 26.6 21 6.6

Hobbies. 28 9.1 127 41.4 124 40.4 28 9.1

INDIVIDUALIZE INSTRUCTION SO EACH
PUPIL CAN ACHIEVE AT A PACE BEST FOR II 4.7 33 14.1 121 51.7 69 29.5

HIS OWN BACKGROUND AND ABILITIES.

Individualized programs of courses. 26 7.8 53 15.9 183 55.0 71 21.3

Individualized assignments. 25 7.4 60 17.8 183 54.3 69 20.5

Variety of short units of study
so each pupil can use those best 19

meeting his own needs.
5.7 49 14.6 200 59.5 68 20.2

Flexible scheduling so study can
be adjusted to meet individual
needs.

23 6.8 58 17.3 184 54.8 71 21.1

Student access to a variety of

books, films,equipment, etc.
6 .8 90 26.7 178 52.8 63 18.7
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Table 7-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. No. % No. % N . %

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING. 14 6.1 40 17.3 117 50.6 60 26.0

Information about modern occu-
pations.

8 2.4 78 23.1 186 55.0 66 19.5

Use of tests providing teachers
and parents w;th facts about each
pupil's progress, abilities and
difficulties.

36 10.6 125 36.9 139 41.0 39 11.5

Use of tests that help teachers
identify pupils' handicaps so
teachers and parents can help
pupils overcome them.

27 8.0 112 33.3 155 46.1 42 12.5

Student-parent-counselor confer-
ences to make future educational
plans.

10 2.9 105 30.8 169 49.6 57 16.7

Student-parent-counselor confer-
ences to explore students' occu-
pational opportunities and plans.

13 3.9 88 26.1 174 51.6 62 18.4

Counselor-parent conferences to
discuss cooperative home-school
efforts to help pupils overcome
handicaps.

10 3.0 92 27.9 173 52.4 55 16.7

PERSONAL SERVICES THAT SUPPORT GROWTH 17 8.1 95 45.0 78 37.0 21 10.0
AND LEARNING.

Physical examinations. 34 10.5 215 66.2 65 20.0 II 3.4

Mental health examinations. 35 10.9 189 58.9 83 25.9 14 4.4

Physical exercise. 36 10.8 199 59.6 83 24.9 16 4.8

School lunches. 52 15.8 211 63.9 41 12.4 26 7.9

SPECIAL SERVICES FOR HANDICAPPED AND 7 3.3 86 40.8 98 46.4 20 9.5
DISADVANTAGED PUPILS.

Health services. 12 3.8 183 57.9 96 30.4 25 7.9

Remedial instruction. 9 2.8 127 38.8 164 50.2 27 8.3

Parent-teacher conferences. 13 4.1 128 40.0 146 45.6 33 10.3
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Table 7-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphas i s

Favor
Present

Emphas i s

Favor
More

Emphas i s

Favor
Major
Change

No. `, N . IV . 'iv NI .

SCHOOL CLUBS, PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES 3 2.4 65 52.8 41 33.3 14 11.4

AIMED AT HELPING PUPILS TO:

Develop useful occupational know- 17 5.2 119 36.1 163 49.4 31 9.4
I edge and ski 1 I s.

Apply facts and ideas of special interest
to them-Science, Economics, Health,
etc.

1E 4.9 113 34.3 173 52.6 27 8.2

Exercise self-discipline and per
sonal responsibi I ity.

7 2.1 61 18.3 218 65.5 47 14.1

Participate in community improve 19 5.7 93 27.8 184 55.1 38 II .4
ment projects. ,

Develop leadership abilities. 9 2.7 106 31.8 181 54.4 37 11.1

Develop leisure-time interests and skills. 29 8.7 121 36.3 152 45.6 31 9.3

,

TYPES OF COURSES.

Mathematics. 10 3.1 191 58.4 110 33.6 16 4.9

Industrial Arts. 15 4.6 147 45.1 146 44.8 18 5.5

Science. 7 2.1 188 57.1 116 35.3 18 5.5

Home Economics. 39 11.8 166 50.3 102 30.9 23 7.0

Social Science. 16 4.9 166 50.5 115 35.0 32 9.7:

Art. 28 8.6 205 63.3 73 22.5 18 5.6;

Vocational Education. 10 3.4 93 31.3 143 48.1 51 17.2

Industrial. 10 3.1 86 27.0 185 58.2 37 11.6

Commercial. 10 3.2 90 28.9 175 56.3 36 11.6

Agricultural. 25 8.2 135 44.3 116 38.0 29 9.5

Music. 35 10.7 225 69.0 54 16.6 12 3.7

English and Literature. 24 7.3 191 57.9 94 28.5 21 6.4

Physical Education. 39 11.8 209 63.3 70 21.2 12 3.6

Health. 22 6.8 198 61.1 85 26.2 19 5.9

Foreign Languages. 54 16.6 189 58.2 64 19.7 18 5.5

-145



Table 8

ASPECTS OF HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION FOR WHICH

OVER 50 PERCENT OF PARTICIPANTS

FAVORED MORE EMPHASIS

PERCENT

Development of self-discipline and accept personal responsibilities. 61.7

Development of interests and abilities needed for life-long learning. 60.4

Reasoning out ways of applying knowledge to new opportunities
and problems. 60.0

Variety of short units of study so each pupi I
can use those best meeting hi s own needs. 59.5

Participation in community improvement projects. 59. I

Vocational Education-Industrial. 58.2

Participation in public affairs. 57.3

Vocational Education-Commercial. 56.3

Reasoning out ways of applying knowledge to community planning. 56.0

Individualized programs of courses. 55.0

I nformati on about modern occupations. 55.0

Flexible schedu I ing so study can be ad justed
to meet individual needs. 54.8

Reasoning out ways of applying knowledge to drug abuse. 54.5

Individual i zed assignments. 54.3

I nstruct 1 on a imed at enab I 1 ng pup i I s to acqu i re
up-to-date know I edge. 54.0

Participation in voting. 53.2

Student access to a variety of books, f i Ims,
equ 1 pment , etc . 52.8

Reasoning out ways of applying knowledge to family living.
52.6

Counselor-parent conferences to di scuss coopera-
t ive home-schoo I ef forts to he I p pup i I s overcome
hand i caps .

52.4

Individualized instruction so each pupil can achieve at a pace best for
his own background and abilities. 51.7
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Table 8Continued

PERCENT

Student-parent-counse / or conferences to exp lore
students' occupational opportunities and plans. 51.6

Acquisition of useful occupational capabilities. 51.0

Gui dance and counsel 1 ng . 50.6

Remed ia 1 instruction. 50.2
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Table 9

ASPECTS OF HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION FOR WHICH

10 PERCENT, OR MORE, OF THE PARTICIPANTS

FAVORED LESS EMPHASIS

1--
PER CENTS

Success in an occupation immediately after high schonl graduation. 21 .3

Preparation for col lege work. 18.6

Foreign language. 16.6

School lunches. 15.8

Physical education. I I .8

Home economics. 1 I .8

Menta I hea I th exam i nations. 10.9

Participation in political activities. 10.9

Phys ica I exerc i se. 10.8

Art. 10.8

Mus i c. 10.7

Use of tests providing teachers and parents
with facts about each pupi I 's progress, abi I ities
and difficulties.

10.6

Phys ica I exam i nations . 10.5



Table 10

NUMBERS AND PERCENT OF 342 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

40 ELEMENTS OF VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL EDUCATION

Favor
Less

Emphasi s

Favor
Present

Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No. % No. al., No. %

INSTRUCTION ENABLING PUPILS TO AC-

-
QUIRE:

Combination of knowledge neces-
sary for successful work in some
type of occupation of interest
to them.

4 1.2 3G 10.9 242 73.3 48 14.5

Combination of ski 1 Is necessary
for successful work in occupa-
tions of interest to them.

II 3.4 54 i6.61 226 69.3 35 10.7

Attitudes essential for sucess-
ful work and occupational pro-
gress.

I 0.3 25 7.6 214 65.2 88 26.8

Backgrounds of mathematics,
sci ence and read i ng ab i I ity suf-
fici ent to faci i itate advanta-
geous job changes and in-service
tra i n ing.

2 0.6 103 31.2 182 55.2 43 13.0

Academic backgrounds sufficient
to prepare students for advanced
training in trade schools or
community col I eges .

10 3.1 118 36.2 165 50.6 33 10.1

General education in art, music and
literature sufficient to assure vocational
students opportunity to enrich their
lives, equal to that of other students.

25 7.6 187 56.5 105 31.7 14 4.2

General education in social sciences
sufficient to assure vocational students
opportunity to participate in civic and
political affairs equal to that of other
students.

13 4.0 150 45.7 144 43.9 21 6.4
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Table 10-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis

I

Favor
Present
Emphasis .

More
Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No. % No. % NoL %

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING SERVICES
THAT INFORM EACH STUDENT ABOUT:

The wide variety of occupations
in the present-day world.

3 0.9 34 10.1 2l3 63.6 85 25.4

Kinds of capabi I i ties needed
for successful work in various
types of occupations.

1 0.3 37 11.3 230 70.1 60 18.3

The kinds of training and ex-
perience necessary for success
in various types of occupations.

0 0.0 41 12.6 232 71.2 53 16.3

Parent-student-teacher career planning

conferences.

I 0 3.0 57 17.4 183 55.8 78 23 .8

Special services to prevent
pupi Is from dropping out of
school.

12 3.7 43 13.4 183 56.8 84 26.1

Special services to dropouts to encourage

them to return to school. 10 3.1 46 14.1 191 58.6 79 24.2

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
FOR PUPILS WITH HANDICAPS OR
DISABILITIES. 3 0.9 100 0.6 186 56.9 38 11.6

SHORT COURSES THAT CAN BE COM-
PLETED IN A FEW WEEKS TO PROVIDE 10 3.1 66 p0.5 206 .4.0 40 12.4

FLEXIBILITY IN MEETING NEW
OPPORTUNITIES AND NEEDS.

WORK EXPERIENCE AND PLACEMENT

On-the-job work-study exper-
ience as part of high school
training.

8 2.4 40 12.1 219 66.2 64 19.3

Emp loyment serv ices that he I p

graduates or dropouts find jobs.
20 6.1 86 26.3 181 55.4 40 12.2

ARRANGEMENTS TO GET FOLLOW-UP
INFORMATION ABOUT PUPILS' ON-THE-
JOB PERFORMANCE AS A BASIS FOR

13 4.1 38 12.1 222 70.5 42 13.3

IMPROVING TRAINING AND COUNSELING
PROGRAMS.
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Table 10-Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis ,

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. No, No. % No,

PREPARE STUDENTS FOR WORK IN OCCUPA-
TIONS SUCH AS THE FOLLOWING:

Sales. 17 5.7 97 32.3 165 55.0 21 7.0

AgricuRure. 25 8.5 131 44.7 122 41.6 15 5.1

Secretarial positions. 8 2.7 !39 47.1 133 46.8 10 3.4

Equipment operation. 1.5 5.1 67 22.8 188 63. 24 8.2

Equipment repair. 12 4.0 54 18.2 202 68. 29 9.8

Building maintenance. 13 4.4 83 28.3 177 60.4 20 6.8

Accounting. 8 2.7 129 43.3 147 49.3 14 4.7

Construction. 12 4.1 75 25.7 184 63.0 21 7.2

PROV IDE STUDENTS WITH BACKGROUND FOR

ADVANCED TRAINING IN:

Electronic technology. 14 4,8 79 26.9 171 58.4 30 10.2

Business management. 4.4 89 30.1 163 55.1 31 10.5

Oceanography. 23 8.1 92 32.5 142 50.2 26 9.2

Airplane servicing. 23 8.1 90 31.7 150 52.8 21 7.4

Dental technology. 21 7.3 106 36.7 140 48.4 22 7.6

Sales management. 17 5.8 94 32.0 161 54.8 22 7.5

Agricultural business. 17 5.8 115 39.5 139 47.8 20 6.9

Nursing. 17 5.9 93 32.5 152 53.1 24 8.4

Commercial art. 19 6.5 112 38.4 141 48.3 20 6.8

Police service. 19 6.5 79 26.9 165 56.1 31 I 0.5
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Table II

NUMBERS AND PERCENT OF 151 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

8 TYPES OF SPECIAL SERVICES FOR PUPILS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. % No. % No. % No

Examinations that show what physical,
emotional and mental handicaps pu-
pils need to overcome.

5 3.4 33 .6 80 54.8 28 19.2

Cooperative school and community
agency effort to provide physical
and mental health services to cor-
rect disabilities.

4 2.7 19 12.8 91 61.5 34 23.0

Nutrition adequate for growth and
for energy needed for learning.

7 4.8 51 34.9 72 49.3 16 11.0

School cooperation with other com-
munity agencies to reduce the number
of pupils whc drop out of school to
help support families.

3 2.0 19 12.9 90 61.2 35 i23.8

Remedial instruction to help pupils
whoselearnina is lagging behind
their abilities achieve to the full
level of their abilities.

0 0.0 18 12.2 86 58.5 43 29.3

Guidance and counseling designed to
broaden pupils' interests, goals
and aspirations.

6 4.1 22 15.1 86 58.9 32 21.9

Conferences with parents to get
coordination of the efforts of
teachers, counselors, and parents.

0 0.0 20 13.3 98 65.3 32 21.3

Social and recreational activities
that help pupils gain self-confidence
and attitudes essential for partici-
pation in civic affairs and for em-
ployment.

8 5.4 47 32.0 70 47.6 22 15.0
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Table 12

NUMBERS AND PERCENT OF 130 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

10 TYPES OF LEARNING MATERIALS

Favor
Less

Emphasi s

Favor
Present

Emphas i s

Favor
More

Emphas i s

Favor
Ma jor
Change

No. No . % No . % No . %

Boo!zs. 1 0.7 35 27.6 87 68.5 4 3.1

Magazines. 7 5.5 59 46.8 56 44.4 4 3.2

Films. 0 0.0 24 19.2 96 76.8 5 4.0

Recordings and tapes. I 0.8 29 23.2 91 72.8 4 3.2

Photographs. 6 4.9 63 51.2 52 42.3 2 1.6

Models. 5 4. I 54 44.6 60 49.6 2 1.7

Self-instructional learning systems. 6 4.8 51 40.1 61 48.8 7 5.6

Television. 7 5.5 55 43.7 58 46.0 6 4.8

Drawing materials. I 0.8 53 42.6 71 53.3 I 0.8

Mater ia Is for construct i ng model s,
charts, pub H cat i ons, etc.

2 I .6 54 42.5 68 53.5 3 2.4



Table 13

NUMBERS AND PERCENT OF 338 LOCAL LEADERS

FAVORING VARIOUS DEGREES OF EMPHASIS ON EACH OF

20 ASPECTS OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present
Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major
Change

No. 1 %i,
No. No. No. '

PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT.

Plan educational programs and
facilities that prepare pupi s
for present and near-future
opportunities and needs.

16 5.0 132 41.3 146 45.6 26 8.1

Systematically assemble facts
necessary to identify changing
opportunities and needs.

9 2.8 100 31.1 192 59.6 21 65

Analyze facts to determine which
opportunities and needs are
greatest.

30 9.5 96 30.5 165 52.4 24 7.6

Analyze facts to ascertain which
kinds of programs and services
result in the most pupil pro-
gress and achievement.

15 4J 90 28.0 186 57.9 30 9.3

Collect and analyze facts neces-
sary to ascertain the amounts of
achievement pupils get from var-
ious ways of using educational
funds.

16 5.0 93 29.2 179 56.1 3i 9.7

Modify programs and services in
ways that get the largest pupil

benefits from each kind of ex-
penditure.

19 6.0 89 21.9 179 56.1 32 10.

Plan school buildings designed
to facilitate effective instruc-
tion and counseling.

29 9.0 132 41.1 123 38.3 37 11.-

Collect and evaluate facts ne-
cessary to show the degrees to
which various kinds of instruc-
tion and counseling produce sa-
tisfactory results.

17 5.4 86 27.3 187 59.4 25 7.

Analyze facts about changing
economic circumstances and op-
portunities to ascertain ways
instruction ard counseling can
be improved.

25 8.0 97 31.1 164 52.6 26 8. '
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Table 13Continued

. Favor
Less

Emphasi s

Favor
Present

Emphas i s

Favor
More

Emphas i s

Favor
Ma jor
Change

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Analyze operating procedures and
provide board with recommendations for
policy changes aimed at improvements.

9 2.8 104 32.8 169 53.3 35 11.0

To what extent do you th i nk edu-
cat i ona I p I anni ng should be re-
lated to the p I anni ng for other
commun i ty serv ices such as hous-
i ng, parks, streets, youth cen-
ters, hea I th serv i ces, pub I i c
ass i stance.

31 9.6 73 22.5 157 48.5 63 19.4

PERS'..., !NEL ADMINISTRATION.

Recru i tment of we 1 1 -qua lified
personnel .

3 0.9 82 24.8 195 58.9 51 15.4

Superv i si on a imed at :Inabli ng
personne I to make ef fective use
ot improved teach i ng and coun-
se I i ng procedures.

6 1.9 78 24.1 193 59.6 47 14.5

PUBLIC COMMUNICATION.
Prov i d i ng facts citi zens need to
make deci s ions about educat Iona I
needs and serv i ces.

9 2.7 57 17.3 189 57.3 75 22.7

Conferring with individuals,
groups and organi zations to dis-
cuss I nstruct i ona 1 serv ices and
needs .

7 2.1 73 22.3 195 59.6 52 15.9



Table 13Continued

Favor
Less

Emphasis

Favor
Present

Emphasis

Favor
More

Emphasis

Favor
Major

Change

No. % No. % No. % N . %

PROVIDING UP-TO-DATE INSTRUCTION 4 1_2 108 33.2 186 57.2 27 8.3
MATERIAL.

SCHOOL BUS SERVICE. 43 13.3 222 68.7 46 14.2 12 3.7

SCHOOL LUNCHES. 60 18.6 220 68.3 31 9.6 11 3.4

WORK WITH PARENTS AND COMMUNITY
AGENCIES TO PROVIDE HEALTH EXAM- 31 9.7 173 54.1 103 32.2 13 4.1
!NATIONS AND SERVICES NECESSARY TO
CORRECT HEALTH DEFICIENCIES.

SCHOOL BUILDING AND GROUND' 12 3.9 204 66.0 79 25.6 14 4.5
MAINTENANCE.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
The purpose of the Commonality Analysis was to determine the comparative status of the school

districts of the State of Washington with respect to staffing, expenditures, and curriculum offerings. The
results of this study are intended to be used by the Temporary Special Levy Study Commission (TSLSC)

in making its definition of what constitutes a "Basic Program of Instruction and Services." It is not
intended that the common program which resulted from this study be equated to the basic program which

the state should guarantee to support. Other criteria, besides what was common among the programs and
services offered by the various school districts of the state, obviously must be considered. Enough detail is
provided in the five major sections of the Commonality Analysis for the members of the Commission to
apply their additional criteria to the selection of basic programs and services. No attempt is made in this
analysis to set priorities, although facts which may contribute to the setting of priorities are provided.

The data used in this analysis were obtained from the Office of the Superintendent fIf Public

Instruction (SP1). Time restrictions required that the data already available at SPI be used for the study.
This meant using the data from the 1968-69 school year. It also meant attempting to use the data for a
purpose other than that for which they were collected. Nevertheless, the unusual depth of the data
(compared with the data available in many state offices of public instruction) provided a sound basis for
attaining the objectives of the Commonality Analysis. The data provided a virtual census of the 2,000
school buildings and offices, the 53,000 local school-district employees, and the 759,778 pupils in the 326
school districts of the state, down to the number of pupils in each class in the 445 subjects which could
have been offered. Such masses of data are characteristically subject to gross reporting and recording
errors; the SPI data were no exception. The particular problems caused by reporting errors will be pointed
out where they occur, and the effect these errors have on the analysis will be noted. Generally, the data
were adequate to provide the statistics needed and, at worst, they provided upper and lower bounds on
the range of the statistic of interest.

The results of the Commonality Analysis reported in the following five sections will probably raise
more questions than they answer. Some of these questions would require an in-depth research effort, for

example:
What is the best index of a school district's ability to support a quality education?
What is the best index of a school district's expenditure per pupil?
How can a meaningful comparison of curriculum offerings be made which gets at the subject
matter presented in any given subject? (Comparisons in this study were made at the course and
curriculum area level.)
Can any measures of the quality of the education provided students be derived from the type of

data used in the Commonality Analysis?
How can the results presented above be interwoven with measures of student achievement,
teach competency, and administrative efficiency to provide over-all checks on the quality of the
public-education system and given direction for its improvement?

The answers to some other particular questions could be provided through further analysis of the

data presently available. Some questions of this type are:
How do teachers' class loads, in terms of numbers of pupils per class, compare among school

districts for various grade levels and courses? (This would provide a better basis for estimate of

teacher load than the one usedteachers' contact hours, or pupil hours divided by teachers'

hours.)
How do teachers' salaries per contact hour compare for various grade levels and courses?

How do nonteaching assignments compare from district to district in terms of: numbers of
assignments, numbers of full-time equivalent staff, ratios of students to particular staff, and
added stipends for nonteaching assignments?
What are the relationships, if any, between: per-pupil assessed valuation and place type of
school district; teacher load and extent of subject offering; experience and education level of
teachers, and place type or age of scho 1 district; preparation time and teaching time of
teachers, etc.?
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No doubt, any reader who labors through this report will be able to ask many more questions of this
type. The factors that were analyzed and compared were selected to provide a basis for answering the
questions which appeared most important at the start of the study or which proved to be necessary for
other aspects, particularly the Funding Study, of the Commission's study. Limitations of time and funds
prohibited answering some questions to the depth attainable and caused deletion of other questions from
the study, in particular those regarding nonteaching certificated and special staff (counselors, librarians,
instructional aides, specialists, health services staff, and others).

The author is grateful to Francis Flerchinger and Maury Whitney of the Staff Services Section of the
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction for their assistance and efficiency in making the
massive amount of data used in this report available and interpretable. Thanks are also due Dr. Paul Ford
and William Moyer for their helpful suggestions and insights into the problems and promise of education
in Washington State, and to my colleagues at Battelle-Northwest for their assistance and comments in the
preparation of this report.



Section 1

GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION
OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Introduction
In order to understand better the diversity of problems faced by the school districts of the state,

some method of organizing the 326 school districts active in 1968-69 must be used. Each school district,

as each human being, has its own particular needs, and no "average" school district truly exists. Yet, the

human mind must categorize and classify to isolate and identify the individual problems to be solved and

to find direction for their solution.
The single most important variable in studies of state school systems seems to be the size of the

school districts, as measured by the number of pupils served.1 The present study classifies the school

districts into nine size groups. Other general information on assessed valuation, ethnic composition of the

student bodies, facilities, grade spans, etc., is also included in this section.

Definition of School District Size Groups
The nine size groups are listed in Table I. The size groups which have nonhigh-school districts

(districts which do not offer all 12 grades, although they may offer grades 7-11) are broken into two

subgroups, high school (HS) and nonhigh school (NHS). The number of districts in each size group is

given, along with the total number of buildings (including school-district offices) occupied by the districts

in the group. The next column of Table 1 gives the total average annual enrollment (AAE) in the size

groups, and the last column, the average district enrollment. An appendix of this section lists the school

districts in each size group.
Figure 1 gives the percentage of full-time equivalent students in AAE for the elementary (K-6) and

secondary (7-12) programs. The vertical bars give the percentage of total State AAE enrolled in each size

group, the shaded area in the bars for groups 7, 8, 9 being the percentage enrolled in nonhigh districts.

State-wide, 55.1 percent of the AAE was in grades K-6, 44.9 percent in 7-12. The line graphs of Figure 1

show little deviation (+ 2%) from these state-wide averages for the high-school districts until groups 8 and

9, where they converge to a 50-50 split. The line plots for the nonhigh districts showed that there were

very few students in the grades above 6 for group 9.
Figure 2 displays, in line plots, the percentage of students in Driver's Education (Dr. Ed.), Approved

Vocational Programs (VE), Special Education (Sp. Ed.), and Disadvantaged or Migrant Pupils (Dis).

Driver's education and vocational-education percentages are relative to secondary enrollment;

disadvantaged and handicapped are relative to total base enrollment. The lines under the plot titles

represent the state average. The students in vocational programs are fuli-time equivalent students, at 900

hours a year. The driver's education students are the number of individual pupils taking driver's education,

so that the two plots are not to be interpreted as expressing relative effort.

Grade Spans
The State of Washington School Code List (Superintendent of Public Instruction, September

1968-69) gives, along with other information, the the grade span for each school in the state. The

grade-span information is summarized in Table 2: the row title indicates the lowest grade offered and the

column heading, the highest, so that the numbers plotted between indicate how many schools cover any

given number of years.
Of the 91 mathematically possible grade spans, 50 are actually present in the schools of Washington

State. There are 12 schools with a grade span of one grade: eight are kindergartens; the other 4,

respectively, are a first grade, a fourth grade, an eighth grade, and a tenth grade. No schools start with an

eleventh or twelfth grade. All other starting grade levels are present, but only three schools start in grade

three. A school can be found which terminates in any of the 13 grades. The least common termination

grades are: first (two schools), second (three), tenth (five), and eleventh (two).

1
For example: Reports of The Governor's Committee on Public School Education. Leon Jaworski, Chairman, Glenn H. Ivy,

Director, Austin, Texas, 1969, in 5 volumes, and Education in NevadaAn Assessment.
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Table 1

DEFINITION OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
SIZE GROUPS

Size
Group

Average Annual
Enrollment

Range

Nu.nber
of

Di stri cts

Number
o f

Bui 1 di ngs

Total
Average Annual

Enrollment

Average
District
Annual

Enrollment

1 >20,000 E 390 233,508 38,918

2 10,000-19,999 9 208 122,809 13,645

3 5,000-9,999 20 273 138,658 6,933

HS 4 29 237 100,920 3,480

NHS 4 2,600-4,999 1 9 3,393 3,393

Total 4 30 246 104,313 3,477

5 1,600-2,599 25 160 53,274 2,131

HS 6 27 127 33,716 1,249

NHS 6 1,000-1,599 1 6 1,303 1,303

Total 6 28 133 35,019 1,251

HS 7 58 231 41,710 719

NHS 7 500-999 2 6 1,361 680

Total 7 60 237 43,071 718

HS 8 50 159 16,360 327

NHS 8 200-499 15 22 4,956 330

Total 8 65 181 21,316 328

HS 9 25 77 3,466 133

NHS 9 <20G 58 58 3,343 58

Total 9 83 135 6,809 81

Total HS 249 1,862 744,421 2,978

Total NHS 7/ 101 14,356 186

Total State 326 1,963 758,778 2,320
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Table 3

NUMBER OF BUILDINGS OFFERING
GRADES IN 1-6,7-9, AND 10-12 SPANS

Si ze
Group 1-6 7-9 10-12

SD Total
I ndi vi dual
Bui 1 di ngs

No .

of
SD's

1 257 89 40 390 6

2 142 33 19 208 9

3 174 48 27 273 20

4 150 48 30 246 30

5 82 55 25 160 25

6 62 48 28 133 28

7 99 104 59 237 60

8 71 94 50 181 65

9 84 74 25 135 83

State Total 1121 593 303 1963 326

2 3.1 170



The most common grade spans in the 1,627 schools of the state, accounting for 1,157, or 71 percent,
of the schools, are: K-6 with 583 schools, 1-6 with 165, 7-9 with 159, 9-12 with 143, and 10-12 with 107.
When the K-8 and 1-8 schools are added, 81 percent are accounted for. There are 728 schools with a
kindergarten, and 334 schrols which have a first grade, but do not have a kingergarten. There are 295
schools offering the twelfth grade and 1,054 ofiering the first grade.

For the purposes of the commonality study. schools have been classified into four categories based
on grades for which enrollment is reported on the SPI Form M-70-S as contained in the School
Information File. These four categories are K, 1-6, 7-9, and 10-12. They are not mutually exclusive with
respect to schools, e.g., the school which has a K-10 grade span would contribute information to each of
the four categories since it has enrollment in each category. Table 2 shows that there are 728 schools with
kindergartens. There are 1,121 schools with enrollment in the 1-6 grade span, 593 schools have students in
the 7-9 range, and 303 schools report enrollment in the 10-12 range. Table 3 gives a breakdown by size
groups. The fact that these four categories of grade groupings were selected does not reflect any bias
towards this particular grade structure for school buildings. It is merely a way of bringing some order into
the data summarizations.

Urban-Rural Classification
The school districts of the state were classified into five categories based on the "Population of

Incorporated Places of 1,000 Inhabitants or More" (Table 2 of 1970 Preliminary Report, 1970 Census of
Population, Washington, PC(P1)-49, U.S. Bureau of the Census, pp. 3-4). The categories were defined as
follows, using the population of the location of the school-district office.

Urban: more than 40,000 population.
Suburban: more than 15,000 and near an urban area.
City: 10,000-40,000 population.
Town: 1,000-10,000 population.
Rural: less than 1,000 population.

The number of school districts in each size group classified into each of the place-type categories is
given in Table 4. The number of districts which received remote elementary funds and the number which
received small -high school funds are also given.

The classification of each district into its "place type" is given in the Appendix to this section. (See
column headed "Place Type.") The place-type classification was not used in any of the analyses done to
date. It is presented here for any additional understanding of the school districts it may bring to the
Commission.

Assessed Valuation
The assessed valuation on the property within a school district is an important variable to consider in

a state where schools are heavily supported through property taxes. This is particularly the case when a
large percentage of support for the schools comes from special levies against property.

There was a broad range in per-pupil assessed valuation across the state, from a low of $25 per pupil
to a high of $169,000. Five percent of the 326 school districts had per-pupil assessed valuations below
$4,000, 10 percent below $4,600, 50 percent fell in the range between $6,000 and $16,500, 10 percent
were above $30,000, and 5 percent above $55,00C Figure 3 displays, in bar charts, the minimum and
maximum interquartile range (which includes 50 percent of the observed per-pupil assessed valuations)
and the median value for each size group. The broken-line bars indicate that a single school district caused
an "outlying" maximum or minimum. Except for the outlying school district (Mukilteo, which was a
non-high-school district in 1968-69), the school districts of size group 4 (2,600 to 5,000 pupils) had the
smallest over-all range and interquartile range and the lowest median assessed valuation, $5,870. This was
almost $3,000 below the state-wide median of $8,600 and $100 below the state-wide lower quartile. After
reaching this minimum, the size-group median rate increased so that the median for group 9 was four
times that for group 4. Table 5 presents the data upon which Figure 3 is based.

The broad range of per-pupil assessed valuation across the state is also apparent in the frequency
histogram shown in Figure 4. The most common values were between $4,000 and $8,000, accounting for
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Table 4

PLACE TYPE BY SIZE GROUP

Si ze

Group

Number of School Districts

Urban Suburban City Town Rural
Remote

Elementary
Smal 1

High School

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

State
Total

3

3

6

3

6

3

2

1

15

13

5

18

4

17

20

18

28

11

98

6

4

10

32

54

63

189

12

12

33

46

25

104

40 percent (125) of the school districts. Inspection of Table 6 reveals that the inLrease at the
$20,000-$25,000 range was mainly caused by high-school districts in groups 7-9. The increase at the
$25,000-$50,000 range was contributed to by the small-high-school districts, but was caused mainly by
the nonhigh districts. Groups 1-6 showed a much narrower range than the smaller districts, none having a
per-pupil assessed valuation greater than $20,000. Almost two thirds of the 116 districts with more than
1,000 pupils fell in the range between $4,000 and $8,000. The small-high-school districts placed only one
third of their 133 districts in this range, and the nonhigh districts had one eighth of their 75 districts in
the $4,000 to $8,000 range.

The per-pupil assessed valuation for the nonhigh districts is not strictly comparable with that for the
high-school districts, since the potential student base is limited by the grade span offered in the nonhigh
districts. Per-pupil assessed valuation is currently calculated using the number of students served by the
district. This practice contributes to the inflation of the per-pupil assessed valuation for the nonhigh
districts, which are taxed for their high-school pupils through the county high-school levy against
nonhigh-school districts (under the provisions of RCW 28A.44). A rough estimate of the median per-pupil
assessed valuation in the nonhigh districts can be obtained by estimating the total number of students in
these districts who go to high school in another district. Assuming that the 14,356 students in the nonhigh
districts attend grades 1 through 8 and that they constitute eight twelfths (75 percent) of the total
school-age children in these districts, there would be 3,589 going to grades 10-12 outside their home
district for a total of 17,945 students. The addition of these students would cause a conesponding 25
percent drop in the median per-pupil assessed valuation, from $17,500 to $13,125, which is still about
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Table 5

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR PER-PUPIL ASSESSED
VALUATION FOR EACH SIZE GROUP

Si ze

Group Mi ni mum Q25 Medi an Q75 Maxi mum

1 $ 4,622 $ 5,071 $ 7,223 $ 9,319 $ 14,229

2 4,027 4932 6,822 8p25 15,522

3 3,166 4,753 6;139 7,905 15,751

4 3;115 3,662 5,869 7,211 23,667

5 1,611 5419 6,997 10,295 17,941

6 915 5,300 6,604 9,859 16,950

7 3.597 6,040 8,812 14,520 24,756

8 3,939 7,102 9,327 18,297 52,091

9 25 11,696 23,131 46,938 168979

State Average $ 6,041 $ 8,602 $ 16,449

$4,500 above the state-wide median. A similar calculation for the nonhigh districts of size group 9 resulted
in a reduction of the median from $25,000 to $18,750.

There is an important point to be stressed before leaving this assessed-valuation summary. The

"nook-shaped" curve formed by the medians of Figure 3 is characteristic of many of the variables to be
investigated in subsequent sections of the Commonality Analysis and in the Funding Study. It should be
remembered that expenditures are limited by available revenue and that the state guarantee of $368 in
1968-69 was 62 percent of the average total cost per weighted pupil ($590). In this context, the unnoticed
medium-size school districts take on a new interest; the question arises as to what services they cut out in
order to make ends meet.

Ethnic Composition of Student Bodies
Each year, on October 1, the school districts submit to the Office of the Superintendent of Public

Instruction a "School Enrollment Report" (M-70-S) on which are entered the minority-group enrollments

in the district for the following: Negro, Oriental, American Indian, Spanish-Surnamed American. Table 7
gives the percentage of the total enrollment in each size group that was reported in each minority group.
The "Other" column is the percentage based on the difference between the total enrollment and the sum
of the reported minority,group enrollments.
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Table 6

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR PER-
PUPIL ASSESSED VALU ATION RANGES-

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICTS IN GROUP

Range
(Thousands
of dollars) State

High School
District

1-6

High School
District

7-9

Non High
District

7-9

$ 0-2 0.9 0.9 1.3

2-4 4.3 6.0 4.5 1.3

4-6 19.0 32.8 15.0 5.3

6-8 19.3 31.0 15.8 8.0

8-10 15.0 15.6 14.3 16.0

10-12 5.2 4.3 4.5 8.0

12-14 5.2 2.6 8.3 4.0

14-16 4.9 4.3 6.8 2.7

16-18 4.3 2.6 5.3 5.3

18-20 2.8 4.5 4.0

20-25** 5.5 10.5 4.0

25-50** 7.4 9.0 16.0

50-75** 3.4 0.8 7.5

75-100** 0.6 2.7

>100** 2.1 0.8 8.0

Number of 326 116 133 75*
Districts

* Does not include Mukilteo (in group 4) or DuPont (in group 6),
although these districts are included in "State" column.

Note unequal intervals.

2,117 176



Negro
State-wide, 2.38 percent of the students (about 19,000) were Negroes. The size-group averages range

from 5.88 percent in size group 1, down to 0.04 percent in size group 8. Over half of the state's Negro
students (54.1 percent) are in Seattle. Tacoma accounts for 18.5 percent, Clover Park 4.7 percent,
Spokane 2.8 percent, Yakima 2.3 percent, Pasco 2.2 percent, and Bremerton 1.8 percent. These
percentages confirm the urbanization of the Negro population observed in other studies.

Oriental
There were 10,060 Oriental pupils, or 1.25 percent of the state-wide enrollment. Orientals were

somewhat more evenly distributed over the size groups than were Negroes, ranging down from 2.34
percent in group 1 to 0.35 percent in group 9. Less than half of the Orientals (44.1 percent) were in
Seattle. The more even distribution is most likely a result of their being Orientals engaged in agriculture.

Indian
There were 9,669 Indian students (1.2 percent of the state total). The size-group averages reversed

the ordei for the previous two minority groups ranging upward from 0.49 percent in group 2 to 11.18
percent in group 9. The high concentration of Indian students in the smaller districts is to be expected
considering the rural locations of the various Indian reservations.

Spanish-American
The state-wide percentage was 1.59 percent, or 12,775 pupils. The size-group averages followed a

bow-shaped curve, rising from 0.88 percent in groups 1 and 2 to 3.55 percent in group 5, then falling off
to 0.45 percent in group 0 9. Permanent Spanish-American population is located mainly in the
medium-sized communities dependent upon an agricultural economy, causing the bow-shaped curve.

Table 7

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL OCTOBER 1, 1968 ENROLLMENT
REPORTED AS NEGRO, ORIENTAL,1NDIAN, SPANISH-AMERICAN

OR OTHER
(Size Group Averages)

Spanish-
Si ze Grous lesro Oriental Indian American Other

,
i 5.88 % 2.34 % .66 % .88% 90.25 %

2 1.43 1.06 .49 .88 96.13

3 1.00 .75 .69 1.43 96.13

4 .26 . 63 1.82 2.83 14.45

5 .60 . 84 1.12 3.55 93.89

6 .93 .60 2.18 2.64 93.64

7 .24 .49 3.43 2.08 93.76

8 .04 .39 2.80 1.24 95.53

9 .06 .35 11.18 .45 87.97

State Average 2.38 % 1.25% 1.20 % 1.59 % 93.59 %
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LISTING OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The listing of school districts contains the 326 districts given in the SPI report,"Computation of Net
Costs Per Pupil for General Fund Operations, 1968-69, K-12 Programs." The information provided under
each column heading is as follows:

CO

SD

NAME

SIZE GROUP

PLACE TYPE

K

HS-NHS

GROUP

AAE RANK

PP EXPENDITURE
PP ASSD VALUE

The sequence number assigned to each county after the counties have been listed in
alphabetical order.
The school district identification number. Note: It is necessary to use both the CO
and SD number to identify a school district uniquely.
The name of the school district, which usually corresponds to the place where the
school district office is located.
The size group to which the district was assigned based on its average annual
enrollment.
The group to which the district was assigned, based on the population of the
location of the school district office, coded as follows.

Code Group Definition

1 Urban Mor-; than 40,000 population.
2 Suburban More than 15,000 population and near an urban place.

3 City 10,000-40,000 population and not suburban.
4 Town 1,000-10,000 population.
5 Rural Less than 1,000 population.

A blank entry indicates that Kindergarten was offered in the district, a "1," that it
was not.
A "1" indicates that the district was a high school district, a "2" that it was a
nonhigh district.
There are two columns under this title, EXP and AV. EXP stands for per-pupil
expenditure and AV for per-pupil assessed valuation. Each school district was
classified as low, average, or high on each of EXP and AV, as follows.

Code Group Defmition

1 Low
2 Average
3 High

Below the 25th percentile of the district's size group.
Between the 25th and 75th percentile.
Above the 75th percentile.

The rank assigned to the school district based on its average annual enrollment
(AAE), from highest (1) to lowest (326).
The per-pupil expenditure as reported in the SPI report cited above.
The per-pupil assessed valuation as reported in the SPI report "Assessed Valuation
per FTE Pupil Enrolled on October 1, 1969." These figures were calculated using
the assessed valuation for the 1970 collection year and the October 1, 1969 FTE
enrollment.

Two more districts appeared in the SPI data used for the Commonality Study: Columbia, in
Columbia County (ID Code 7-001) which had no students recorded, and Malaga (4-115) which became
nonoperating in February 1969. These districts were also removed from consideration in the Commonality
Study. One other district, Lamont (38-264) was reclassified from a high school district to a
nonhigh school district, since no enrollment for gr des 9-12 was -,...corded for it.

181
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CO SD ISD NAME
SIZE PLACE HS- GROUP AAE PP EXP- PP ASSD
GROUP TYPE K NHS EXP AV RANK AAE END1TURE VALUE

17 1 110
17 401 110
17 405 110
27 10 111
31 15 109
32 81 101

SEATTLL
HIGHLINE
BELLEVUE
TACOMA
EDMOND,
SPOKANE

1 1 1 2 3
1 2 1 2 2
1 2 1 3 2
1 1 1 2 2
1 2 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 2 2

1 85852 721.35
4 28841 669.21
6 22371 726.40
2 35138 706.96
5 46807 624.67
3 34495 679.08

14228
5220
7170
7275
4621
7682

6 37 112
17 210 110
17 403 110
17 412 110
17 414 110
17 415 110
27 400 111
31 2 109
39 7 105

VANCOUVER
FEDERAL WAY
RENTON
SHORELINE
LAKE WASHINGTON
KENT
CLOVER PARK
EVERETT
YAKIMA

2 1

2 2
2 2
2 2
2 2
a 2
2 2
2 1

2 1

1 2 3 8 14916 670.93
1 1 1 12 13316 578.27
1 3 3 9 14714 767.86
1 2 2 7 16523 725.33
1 2 2 13 12412 713.23
1 3 2 15 11253 786.29
1 2 1 10 14020 659.85
1 2 2 11 13350 705.24
1 1 2 14 12300 592.04

8336
4026

15521
5064
6822
8030
4798
8312
6467

3
3
4
a

11
13
14
17
17
17
17
16
18
27
27
32
34
34
36
37

17
400
246
122

1

161
5

400
408
411
417
100
402

3
402
356

3
111
140
501

103
103
106
112
103
104
113
110
110
110
110
114
114
111
111
101
113
113
loa
lob

KENNEWICK
RICHLAND
WENATCHEE
LONGVIEW
PASCO
MOSES LAKE
ABERDEEN
MERCER ISLAND
AUBURN
ISSAQUAH
NORTHSHORE
BREMERTON
SOuTH KITSAF.
PUYALLUP
FRANKLIN PIERCE
CENTRAL VALLEY
NORTH THURSTON
OLYMPIA
WALLA WALLA
BELLINGHAM

3 3
3 3
3 3
3 3
3 3
3 3
3 3
3 2
3 3
3 4
3 2
3 3
3 4

3 3
3 2
3 4
3 4
3 3
3 3
3 3

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2
2
3
2
2
3
3
2
3
2
1
2
2

1

2
3
1

1

1
3
3
3
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
1

2
1

1
2
2
3
2

24
25
30
19
33
31
35
34
23
27
18
17
32
16
22
20
29
26
28
21

7437
7380
5531
8488
5364
5395
5100
5189
7503
6398
8506
8516
5391
9406
7802
8329
5640
6692
6271
8310

585.98
650.73
632.53
640.36
672.84
621.27
651.42
738.56
659.12
609.69
700.02
625.81
536.02
605.03
617.32
601.90
544.60
635.46
674.91
542.12

46 3
4119
7927
15751
8283
5552
6158
7068
12867
5406
5398
6119
4391
5107
3166
4564
6783
7839
8255
7465

2 250 102
5 21 114
6 114 112
6 119 112
a 403 112
9 206 106

14 28 113
15 201 108
17 216 110
18 400 114
la 401 114
19 401 105
21 401 113
23 309 113
27 83 111
27 320 111
27 401 111
27 403 III
29 101 108
29 320 108
31 25 109
31 201 109
32 354 101
32 363 101
38 267 101
39 201 105
39 202 105
39 207 105
39 208 105
31 6 109

CLARKSTON
PORT ANGELES
EVERGREEN
BATTLE GROUND
KELSO
EASTmoNT
HOOuIAm
OAK HARBOR
ENUMCLAW
NORTH KITSAP
CENTRAL KITSAP
ELLENSBURG
CENTRALIA
SHELTON
UN/VERSITY PLACE
SUMNER
PENINSULA
BETHEL
SEURO ViOOLEY
MOUNT vERNON
MARYSVILLE
SNOHOMISH
MEAD
WESTVALLEY(SPOKANE)
PULLMAN
SUNNYSIDE (YAKIMA)
TOPPEN/SH
wApATO
WESTVALLEY (YAKIMA)
MuKILTE0

4 4 1

4 3 1
4 2 1

4 5 1
4 3 1
4 5 1,

4 3 1
4 4 1
4 4 1

4 4 1,

4 5 1
4 3 1

4 4 1
4 4 1

4 2 1

4 4 1

4 5 1
4 5 1
4 4 1

4 4 1

4 4 1

4 4 1

4 5 1
4 4 1
4 3 1
4 4 1
4 4 1 1
4 4 1
4 4 1
4 4 2

182

241

1 1
1 2
1 2
2 3
1 2
2 1
1 3
2
2
3
2
3
2
1
1
2
3
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
3
2
2
3
2

57 3032
37 4933
38 4590
47 3594
36 4950
51 3267
56 3072

1 41 4262
3 53 3262
3 60 2727
1 43 3773
3 58 2962
2 50 3269
a 55 3086
2 46 3426
2 52 3263
2 65 2640
1 40 4314
2 59 2928
2 54 3120
2 39 4520
a 42 3935
2 45 3660
2 44 3707
a 60 2770
2 46 3626
1 63 2730
1 62 2736
2 61 2752
3 49 3393

547.10
568.30
566.87
569.76
549.82
600.43
562.02
587.50
618.18
644.51
584.68
694.93
585.03
508.88
558.43
612.79
726.72
618.95
613e58
677.28
599.86
601.86
619.66
613.67
696.75
576.21
628.08
696.67
595.50
670.91

4536
6734
6198
7537
5014
3973
8465
3114
8303
7324
4477
8816
5204
5678
4824
5037
6785
3857
6467
7172
6059
4853
6158
6143
7758
4714
4592
3899
4664
23667



CO 5D ISD NAME
SIZE PLACE
GROUP TYPE K

HS- GROUP
NHS ExP AV

AAE
RANK AAE

PP EXP-
ENDITURE

PP ASSD
VALUE

1 147 104 OTHELLO 5 4 1 2 2 80 2052 656.32 7914
3 116 103 PROSSER 5 4 1 2 2 86 1962 609.16 6165
6 112 112 wAsHCUGAL 5 4 1 2 3 69 1748 630.29 11416
6 117 112 CAMAS 5 4 I 3 3 73 2344 673.14 16507
13 144 104 QUINCY 5 4 1 1 2 2 88 1767 659.07 7815
13 165 104 EPHRATA 5 4 1 3 2 87 1820 670.56 5537
17 402 110 wAsHON ISLAND 5 5 1 2 2 90 1675 646.27 5711
17 406 110 SOuTH cENTRAL 5 2 1 3 3 72 2357 703.62 13610
17 409 110 TAHOMA 5 5 1 2 1 75 2292 651.34 4586
17 410 110 SNOGUALMIE VALLEY 5 4 I 2 2 68 2434 629.29 8860
18 303 110 BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 5 5 1 3 2 82 2019 672.39 8793
21 302 113 CHEHALIS 5 4 1 1 2 76 2099 603.96 7174
27 417 111 FIFE 5 4 1 1 1 81 2052 601.08 5300
29 100 106 BURLINGTON EDISON 5 4 1 2 2 67 2463 608.14 6713
29 103 106 ANACORTES 5 4 1 3 3 70 2386 694.00 15557
31 4 109 LAKE STEVENS 5 4 I 2 I 74 2305 606.85 5037
31 16 109 ARLINGTON 5 4 1 2 a 78 2066 642.03 6996
31 103 109 MONROE 5 4 1 3 2 84 2012 682.16 6283
32 326 101 MEDICAL LAKE 5 4 1 1 1 79 2062 531.81 1610
32 360 101 CHENEY 5 4 1 1 2 66 2489 678.99 6046
32 361 101 EAST VALLEY 5 5 1 2 3 85 1980 623.79 11428
34 33 113 TuMwATER 5 4 1 1 2 71 2371 562.74 9173
37 502 108 FERNDALE 5 4 1 2 3 89 2413 621.04 17941
39 119 105 sELAH 5 4 1 2 1 83 2016 605.71 4084
39 200 106 GRANDVIEW 5 4 1 1 1 77 2077 586.75 5189

4 122 106 CASHMERE 6 4 1 3 2 113 1051 666.91 5436
5 323 114 SEGuIm 6 4 1 2 2 105 1237 603.07 8166
5 402 114 QUILLAYUTE VALLEY 6 4 1 2 3 109 1142 634.80 9944
6 122 112 RIDGEFIELD 6 5 1 2 2 100 1340 584.65 7039
8 401 112 CAsTLE ROCK 6 4 1 1 / 94 1431 554.93 4986
8 404 112 wOOOLAhD 6 4 1 2 3 114 1030 624.25 16949

11 51 103 NORTH FRANKLIN 6 5 1 1 3 3 102 1300 753.65 12921
14 66 113 MONTESANO 6 4 I 1 2 99 1361 490.53 6121
14 68 113 ELMA 6 4 1 2 1 98 1424 607.99 4199
16 50 114 PORT TeriNSEND 6 4 1 3 2 95 1464 666.79 9601
20 405 112 wHITE SALMON 6 4 1 1 2 1 107 1168 601.00 5282
21 303 113 WHITE PASS 6 5 1 3 3 116 1007 646.79 14888
24 19 107 OMAK 6 4 1 2 2 91 1551 609.52 6036
25 116 113 RAYMOND 6 4 1 2 3 115 1015 596.93 10308
27 416 III WHITE RIVER 6 4 1 3 2 97 1436 679.24 6169
31 401 109 STANWOoD 6 4 I 1 3 96 1451 578.08 10412
32 414 101 DEER PARK 6 4 I 2 2 112 1060 602.78 5350
33 115 101 COLVILLE 6 4 I 1 2 93 1522 531.65 6153
34 2 113 YELM 6 5 1 2 3 106 1232 645.69 11993
37 503 108 BLAINE 6 4 I 3 2 118 1002 667.84 8703
37 504 108 LyNDEN 6 4 I 2 2 103 1299 613.31 8626
3? 505 106 vERIDIAN 6 5 I I 1 117 1003 547.69 3756
37 506 108 NOOKSACK VALLEY 6 5 1 2 2 III 1076 629.44 8056
37 507 108 MOUNT BAKER 6 5 I 1 3 2 108 1149 686.82 9313
39 3 105 NACHES VALLEY 6 5 I I 2 2 104 1270. 593.86 5846
39 90 105 moxEE 6 5 1 1 1 1 92 1528 543.43 5185
39 204 105 GRANGER 6 4 / 2 1 110 1102 613.10 3415
27 7 III DU PONT 6 5 2 1 I 101 1303 482.13 914

1 160 104
3 52 103
3 53 103
4 128 106
9 129 106
4 200 106
5 401 114
6 101 112
7 2 102
8 402 112
12 110 102
13 55 104
13 146 104
13 160 104
14 64 113
14 172 113
15 204 106
15 206 109
16 49 114
17 407 110
19 404 105
20 404 105
21 206 113
21 214 113

RITZVILLE 7 4 1 I 3 3 165 584 889.60 20928
KIONA BENTON 7 4 1 I 1 149 684 585.93 3597
FINLEY 7 5 1 3 2 176 514 737.78 13516
LEAVENWORTH 7 4 1 I 1 1 147 692 615.10 4837
CHELAN 7 4 I 2 2 124 939 637.71 7864
PESHASIIN-ORYDEN 7 5 1 1 2 1 175 519 624.66 5167
CAPE FLATTLRY 7 5 I 3 3 164 589 762.86 16736
LA CENTER 7 5 I 2 2 178 504 641.92 7514
DAYTON
KALAMA

7
7

1,

4
I

I

2
2

3
3

127
141

922
746

705.49
630.30

14689
16391

ROMERO),
GRAND COULEE

7
7

9
4

I

I

3
2

3
1

137
163

808
590

748.33
661.30

15251
4518

WARDEN 7 4 1 3 2 160 608 816.45 9193
ROYAL 7 5 1 3 2 142 727 789.49 8028
NORTH BEACH 7 5 I 2 3 148 689 682.47 24756
OCOSTA 7 4 I 2 2 140 760 625.55 12428
COUPEVILLE 7 5 1 3 2 166 582 805.89 12701
SOUTH wHIUBEY 7 5 1 I 3 128 913 572.97 16690
CHIMACuM 7 5 I 3 2 167 577 743.00 9953
LOwER SNOQUALMIE 7 5 1 2 2 122 958 649.12 8312
CLE ELuM-ROSLYN 7 4 1 2 2 130 881 648.29 8362
GOLDENDALE 7 4 1 I 2 2 125 939 654.03 8050
MG55YROCK 7 5 I 3 3 169 549 772.10 20293
MORTON 7 4 I 2 3 154 668 637.42 18429
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Co sO ISU NAME
SIZE PLACE
GROUP TYPE, K

HS- GROUP
NHS. EAP AV

AAE
RANK AAE

PP EXP-
ENDITURE

PP ASSD
VALUE

21 232 113 wINLOCK 7 5 1 2 1 146 692 616.51 3890
21 237 113 TOLEDO 7 5 1 2 2 151 683 634.32 12616
21 300 113 oNAEASKA 7 5 1 2 2 168 551 714.31 11074
22 105 101 ODESSA 7 4 1 1 3 3 171 540 753.04 16212
23 403 114 NORTH MA5uN 7 5 1 2 2 138 800 683..64 11867
24 105 107 OKANO(AN 7 4 1 2 2 129 889 639.12 6427
24 111 107 BREWSTER 7 4 1 3 2 172 530 732.10 10857
24 401 107 COuLEE DAM 7 4 1 3 1 150 683 754.40 3865
24 404 107 TONASKET 7 5 1 1 1 2 123 949 603.88 8431
24 410 107 OROVILLE 7 4 1 2 2 126 932 653.26 6619
25 101 112 oCEAN bEACH 7 5 1 1 3 132 864 615.98 17612
25 116 113 SOUTH BEND 7 4 1 1 2 157 651 576.75 7994
25 155 112 NASELLL GRAYS RIVER 7 5 1 1 3 3 174 525 776.37 15227
25 160 113 WILLAPA VALLEY 7 5 1 1 2 3 177 511 721.04 18515
26 56 101 NEwPORT 7 4 1 1 2 2 152 681 667.05 7637
27 344 111 ORTING 7 4 1 1 1 143 711 580.48 3754
27 404 111 EATONVILLE 7 5 1 2 2 120 990 705.84 12452

29 102 108 CONCRETE 7 5 1 3 3 173 528 763.01 20512
30 3 112 STEVENSON 7 5 1 3 2 134 845 854.91 10049
31 30 109 SULTAN 7 4 1 2 1 135 827 627.90 4838
31 330 109 DARRINGTON 7 4 1 1 1 161 608 596.27 4665
31 332 109 GRANITE FALLS 7 5 1 1 2 153 681 603.26 6994
32 362 101 LIBERTY 7 5 1 1 2 3 170 542 653.56 22582
32 416 101 RIVERSIDE 7 5 1 1 1 133 849 600.20 4377
33 36 101 CHEWELAH 7 4 1 2 1 144 702 617.46 5539
33 212 101 KETTLE FALLS 7 5 1 1 2 159 618 604.01 6250
34 401 113 ROCHESTER 7 5 1 1 1 136 827 596.65 5431
34 402 113 TENINO 7 5 1 1 2 139 773 597.00 6458
35 200 112 WAHKIAKUM 7 5 1 2 2 156 654 648.06 9435
38 300 101 COLFAX 7 4 I 1 2 2 121 989 682.58 14010
39 120 105 MABTON 7 5 1 2 1 156 651 636.41 4561
39 203 105 HIGHLAND 7 5 I I 2 2 131 872 627.45 6565
39 205 105 ZILLAH 7 4 1 1 1 162 602 564.67 5970
39 209 105 MOUNT ADAMS 7 5 1 2 1 119 992 702.40 4593
27 111 5TEILACOOM 7 4 2 1 2 145 697 541.38 11744
36 250 102 COLLEGE PLACE 7 4 2 2 2 155 662 684.53 12300

1 109 104 WASHTUONA 8 5 1 3 2 238 a17 916.32 14099

1 158 104 LIND 8 5 1 1 3 3 205 347 985.54 31556

2 400 102 ASOTIN 8 5 1 2 2 223 268 812.47 8154
4 19 106 MANSON a 5 1 2 1 194 406 730.57 6150
4 127 106 ENTIAT a 5 1 2 1 212 312 760.32 5890

5 313 114 CRESCENT 8 5 1 1 2 2 240 212 668.46 8682
8 130 112 TOUTLE LAKE 8 5 1 2 3 184 456 865.20 20413
9 75 106 BRIDGEPORT 8 5 1 2 1 198 377 741.05 5293
9 209 106 WATERVILLE 8 5 1 2 2 203 356 683.10 13780

10 309 101 REPUBL.IC a 5 1 1 1 1 188 435 620.39 6880

13 150 104 COULEE CITY 8 5 1 1 3 2 239 212 1000.07 10988
13 156 104 SOAP LAKE 8 44 1 2 1 185 455 690.24 5476

14 97 113 QUINAULT 8 5 1 2 2 197 378 674.66 9514
14 117 113 WISHKAH VALLEY 8 5 1 3 2 235 224 904.35 8601
14 400 113 OAKVILLE 8 1 1 2 2 208 329 677.57 7687

16 48 114 QUILCENE 8 5 1 2 1 222 274 854.29 7016

19 403 105 XITTITAS 8 5 1 2 2 189 433 792.99 9926
20 402 112 KEICKITAT a 5 1 2 1 217 293 712.70 3939

20 406 112 LYLE 8 5 1 3 1 215 307 963.69 5587
21 14 113 NAPAVINE 8 5 1 2 1 202 357 633.49 5552
21 226 114 ADNA 8 5 1 1 2 214 310 613.50 7871

21 301 113 PE ELL 8 5 1 2 3 206 333 796.57 47209

22 8 101 SPRAGUE 8 5 1 1 3 3 243 206 938.98 18761
22 200 101 WILBUR 8 4 1 2 2 193 422 777.22 13671

22 204 101 HARRINGTON 8 5 1 3 3 234 230 974.32 28231
22 207 101 DAVENPORT 8 4 1 2 2 187 436 772.64 16064

22 260 101 REARDAN 8 5 1 2 2 196 388 846.90 17832

24 103 107 wINTHHOR 8 5 1 1 2 1 224 266 734.55 5838
24 122 107 PATEROS 8 5 1 1 2 2 220 278 830.11 7503

24 403 107 TWISP 8 5 1 1 1 183 456 598.24 6105
26 59 101 CUSICK 8 5 1 1 2 2 209 327 737.46 7309
26 70 101 SELKIRK 8 5 1 2 2 180 483 716.80 8838
28 149 106 sAN JUAN 8 5 1 2 3 211 313 711.75 20470

29 311 108 LA CONNER 8 5 3 2 2 191 431 626.83 9539

32 358 101 FREEMAN 8 5 1 1 2 2 179 489 799.87 9807

33 207 101 MARY wAEKLR a 5 1 2 2 228 253 805.91 8602

33 211 101 NORTHPORT a 5 1 1 2 2 226 258 659.11 9326

34 307 113 RAINIER 8 5 1 2 2 231 237 808.81 7736

36 300 102 TOUCHET 8 5 1 1 2 3 236 219 824.15 27565

36 400 102 COLUMBIA tWAL.WALe) 8 5 1 1 3 3 190 432 878.36 26535
36 401 102 nAITSBUR0 a 5 1 3 2 192 422 888.40 15079
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CO 50 ISU NAME
SIZE PLACE
GROUP TYPE K

36 402 102 pREsCOTT 8 5 1

38 244 101 oAKESDALE 8 5
38 260 101 LACROSSE a 5 1

38 265 101 TEKoA 8 5 1

38 301 101 PALOUSE 8 5
38 302 101 GAkFIELD a 5
38 306 101 COLToN 8 5 1

38 320 101 ROsALIA 8 5 1
38 322 101 ST. JOHN a 5 1

b 98 112 HOCKINsoN 8 5
6 104 112 YAcoLT 8 5
8 82 112 ROSE VALLEY 8 5 1
14
14

65
99

113
113

N!CcLEARY
Cosm0PoLI5

a
8

4
4

17 190 110 BLACK LIAMOND 8 4
23 404 113 HOOD CANAL 8 4
27 343 III DIERINGER 8 4
29 317 108 CONWAY 8 4
30 301 112 CARSON a 5
31 109 109 CATHCART a 5
31 306 109 LAKEW0cD 8 5
34 324 113 GRIFFIN 8 5
34 332 113 LITTLLkoCK a 5
39 2 105 uNIoN GAP 8 4

2 310 102 ANATONE 9 5 1

9 207 106 MANSFIELD 9 5 1

10 50 101 CURLEW 9 5 1

10 70 101 INCHELiuM 9 5 I

11 56 103 KAHLOTUS 9 5 1

13 128 104 HARTL1kE 9 5

13 167 104 WILSON CREEK 9 5 1

17 195 Ilu LESTER (3RU CLASS) 9 5 1

17 404 110 sKYKOMISH 9 5 1

19 28 lqb EASTON 9 5

19 400 105 THORP 9 5 1

20 94 112 wIsHRAm 9 5 1

20 203 105 BICKLETON 9 5 1

20 400 112 TROUT LAKL 9 5 I

20 401 112 GLENWOOD 9 5 1

21 234 113 BoISTFORT 9 5 1

22 17 101 ALMIRA 9 5 1

22 73 101 CRLSTON 9 5 1

23 311 113 MARY M. KNIGHT 9 5 1

25 200 113 NORTH.kIVER 9 5 1

28 137 100 oRcAS ISLAND 9 5 1

28 144 108 LOPEZ ISLAND 9 5 1

33 49 101 wELLPINIT 9 5 1

33 206 101 COLUMBIA (STEVENS) 9 5 1

38 264 101 LAMONT 9 5 1

38 308 101 ENDICOTT 9 5 1

1 122 104 BENGE 9 5 1

3 50 103 PATERSCN 9 5 I

4 69 100 sTEHEKIN 9 5 1

5 321 114 FAIRVIEW 9 5 1

6 103 112 GREEN mouNTAIN 9 5 1

7 35 102 sTARBUCK 9 5 1

6 118 112 cAkROLLS 9 5 1

9 13 106 oRoNDO 9 5. 1

9 102 106 pALISAL,Es 9 5 1

04 9 106 moNITOR 9 5 1

10 3 101 KELLER 9 5 1

10 60 101 HAZEL-MERE 9 5 1

10 65 101 ORIENT 9 5 I

11 54 103 STAR 9 5 1

13 73 104 wAHLUKE. Q s 1

14
14
lb
16

77
104
20
46

113
113
114
114

TAHOLAN
SATSOP
CLEARWATER
8RINNON

9
9
9
9

5
5
5
5

1

1

1

19 7 105 oAmmAN 9 5 1.

20
20

215
403

112
112

CENTERVILLE
ROOSEVELT

9
9

5
5 1

21 18 113 vADER 9 5

21 6 113 EVALINE 9 5 1

22 5 101 EDwALL 9 5 1

23 42 113 SouTHSIDE 9 5

23 54 113 GRAPEV1Ew 9 5 1

23 401 113 KAMILCHE VALLEY 9 5 1
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1 3

1 3
1 3
1 2
1 2
1 3
I 3
I 3
1 3
2 1

2 1
2 1

2 1

2 2
2 1
2 1

2 1

2 1
2 2
2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1

1 3
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 3
1 2
1 2
1 3
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 3
1 2
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 1

2 1

2 3
2 1

2 1

2 3
2 1

2 2
2 3
2 1

2 3
2 1

2 2
2 1

2 2
2 2
2 3
2 2
2 3
2 1

2 1
2 2
2 1

2 1

2; Li

3 232 235 1223.22 52090
3 233 231 939.71 20905
3 227 255 1018.14 21850
2 221 276 819.69 12213
2 200 369 681.40 8693
2 230 245 893.13 12968
3 237 218 1041.00 19362
2 216 300 899.35 15408
3 201 367 908.22 24742
1 186 446 585.96 5793
2 242 209 563.26 8779
1 241 212 515.78 6254
1 21E1 284 490.58 7001
3 210 315 669.22 34376
1 229 251 568.22 5824
3 195 402 567.09 19260
2 213 310 622.16 11541
2 204 349 583.65 9006
2 207 331 816.57 8076
1 199 375 501.75 4204
2 182 457 591.90 7186
3 219 281 533.82 19037
2 225 263 613.49 9392
2 181 462 568.93 8608

2 283 76 1525.87 25865
2 258 142 1015.61 15284
1 25b 156 771.03 6607
1 244 198 791.77 5945
2 272 104 1501.89 40747
2 268 115 975.14 22751
2 264 131 1103.48 18989
3 310 22 2779.83 166393
2 26b 120 1105.61 23626
2 269 108 1048.02 37626
2 254 167 775.49 12904
1 265 124 1088.24 5734
2 271 104 994.99 26220
1 252 167 777.12 5893
1 260 140 963.62 10201
2 262 139 961.50 22756
2 255 163 959.09 22469
2 25u 178 936.36 15348
2 253 167 842.11 12332
2 278 82 1040.82 28738
2 249 179 890.39 19230
2 275 96 989.24 46166
1 259 140 836.31 3395
1 245 193 864.73 7460
3 296 52 1500.88 67550
2 246 191 1228.72 32208
3 319 14- 1958.01 120555
3 318 14 2214.14 131392
2 325 5 1274.61 26016
2 284 76 718.44 17977
2 297 51 575.20 19596
3 298 44 1525071 55435
2 257 145 533.52 11936
2 206 72 652.75 15249
3 312 17 1371.63 71706
1 261 139 606.46 9179
2 304 33 1080.05 12400
3 323 7 1961.27 49253
1 279 78 730.82 10975
3 321c 6 4666.82 168978
I 291 64 643.78 7243

2 270 106 937.23 16148
2 289 67 406.87 12651
3 290 65 1188.19 67978
2 300 44 850.65 35978
3 322 8 1493.77 107705
2 287 69 746.66 23506
3 313 16 2052.61 50606
1 263 133 505.64 8183

I 299 44 484.59 8119
2 292 63 1065.37 42779
1 247 188 432.74 8305
3

1

294
282

59
77

613.30
466.03

75768
10714

24 4



CO SO ISU NAME
SIZE PLACE
GROUp TYPE K

HS GROUp
NHS Ex!, AV

AAE
RANK AAE

PP EXP
ENDITURE

PP ASSO
VALUE

23 402 113 PIONEER 9 5 2 1 2 248 183 577.76 34235
24 14 107 NESPELEm 9 5 2 2 1 251 170 890.57 4095
24 118 107 RIVERSIDE 9 5 1 2 1 1 276 89 649.45 9389
27 24 111 ANUERSoN ISLAND 9 5 1 2 2 3 306 27 795.23 59188
27 406 111 CARBONADO 9 5 2 I 2 280 78 700.76 24306
28 10 106 SHAW 9 5 1 2 3 3 326 2 2882.20 142576
30 2 112 sKAMANIA 9 5 1 2 2 2 285 73 1118.36 35414
30 29 112 mOUNT PLEASANT 9 5 1 2 3 2 309 22 1314.97 30727
30 31 112 MILL A 9

.

5 1 2 2 1 281 78 1131.86 9496
31 63 109 INDEX 9 5 1 2 2 2 315 16 906.15 30412
31 84 109 GoLu BAR 9 5 2 1 1 267 117 677.23 7292
32 123 101 ORCHARD PRAIRIE 9 5 1 2 1 1 295 55 413.44 8587
32 312 101 GREAT hORTHERR 9 5 1- 2 3 3 320 11 1299.16 60590
32 325 101 NINE MILE FALLS 9 5 1 2 1 2 274 99 684.93 14711
33
33

18
27

101
101

MILL CpEEK
BLUE CREEK

9
9

5
5

1

1

2
2

2
1

2
2

311
314

20
16

779.66
444.37

20716
10454

33 30 101 ONION CREEK 9 5 1 2 2 3 321 9 882.63 75166
33 50 101 MARCUS 9 5 1 2 1 1 277 85 642.94 6897
33 70 101 VALLEY 9 5 1 2 2 2 273 102 734.71 17020
33
33

183
202

101
101

LOON LAKE
SUMMIT VALLEY

9
9

5
5

1

1

2
2

2
1

3
2

303
305

39
33

743.18
435.62

53997
17789

34 205 101 EVERGREEN 9 5 1 2 1 2 306 23 571.20 39981
36
37

101
100

102
108

DIXIE
NEhHALLM

9
9

5
5

1
1

2
2

2
2

2
1

302
288

41
68

1058.13
1026.97

39796
25

37 105 108 uIABLO 9 5 1 2 3 1 301 41 1273.58 2543
38 180 101 FARMINGTON 9 5 1 2 3 3 317 14 2077.81 54215
38 226 101 hOoPER 9 5 1 2 3 3 307 25 1323.12 59858
38 304 101 sTEPTOE 9 s 1 2 2 2 293 61 771.06 28378
38 310 101 hAY 9 s 1 2 3 3 316 15 2975.95 167298

245 186



Section 2

PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE PATTERNS

Introduction
The cost per pupil usually quoted to characterize the per-pupil expenditure is the net cost

($502,560,723)per pupil in average annual enrollment (758,778) in the "K-12 Program." This figure was
$662.33 for the 1968-69 school year. When net expenditure for the K-12 program was divided by the
average annual enrollment in each school district, the median per-pupil expenditure was $669. This means
that half of the school districts had a per-pupil expenditure below this value. When the state-wide total
appropriation expenditure (577,685,887) was divided by the average annual enrollment, the cost per
pupil was increased by about $100, to $761. A more appropriate number of pupils for total cost is the
total base enrollment, which was 771,759 full-time equivalent students. Using this as the denominator, the
measure of the total cost per pupil state-wide was $749. The state's present funding formula uses
"weighted students" based on various factors. These weighting factors added 207,871 "students" to the
total base enrollment for purposes of apportionment of state funds. Using the total weighted enrollment,
979,630, the net cost per pupil was $487 and the total cost was $590.

For the purposes of this study, the most meaningful measure of per-pupil expenditure is the $749
cost obtained using the total appropriated expenditure and the total base enrollment.

The above grcss statistics for 1968-69 are no longer of much interest in themselves. However, the
detailed analysis of how these statistics, and how the per-pupil cost for programs and specific items which
make up the total per-pupil cost, vary among the various size groups and within the size group is of
interest. This analysis does provide insights which can be expected to remain valid for the current and
following years.

Conclusions
The initial analysis of the net per-pupil expenditures for the elementary, secondary, and K-12

programs revealed a broad range of per-pupil expenditure, both within and among size groups. State-wide,
per-pupil costs for the K-12 program varied from $407 to $4,667, a range of $4,260. Eighty percent of the
school districts in the state fell within the $520 range between $560 and $1,080, and 50 percent fell
within $200 of each otherbetween $600 and $800. The median per-pupil expenditure was $669 and the
average $662. The median expenditure for the size groups varied from a high of about $705 in districts
with more than 10,000 students, maintained a low of about $610 for the districts with between 1,000 and
5,000 pupils, and jumped to $950 for districts with fewer than 200 students. Districts with more than
1,000 pupils had a $300 over-all range, and 80 percent of these 116 districts fell within the $150 range
from $550 to $700. None of the 133 high school districts with fewer than 1,000 pupils spent less than
$550 per pupil, about a third fell in the $550-$700 range, and nine spent more than $1,060. About one
fourth of the 76 nonhigh districts fell in the $550-$700 range. Nonhigh districts contributed most to the
variability of the state-wide per-pupil costs, with 15 districts spending less than $550 and 41 districts
spending more than $700 per pupil.

The net per-pupil costs for the elementary and secondary programs follow the same general pattern.
The difference between the state-wide averages for the elementary ($576) and secondary ($693) was
$117, which would indicate a secondary weighting factor of 0.2 instead of the 0.3 presently used in the
funding formula.

The net per-pupil costs calculated above provide adequate comparisons of relative expenditures in the
school districts. However, they are contaminated by the proration into them of about $200 per pupil from
an "undistributed" account. When these undistributed costs were prorated back out, a 60 percent
reduction in the range of the net per-pupil cost size group averages was obtained. These adjusted per-pupil
costs are roughly equivalent to the cost of teaching and textbooks. The average for the elementary program
was 361 with a range of size group averages from $300 to $430. For the secondary program, the average was
$506 with a range from $490 to $674. The difference between the average costs of the elementary and
secondary programs was $145, indicating a secondary weighting factor of 0.4.

The variability in the direct costs for teaching and textbooks is almost completely explained by the
187
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variability in the per-pupil cost of teachers' salaries. The additional variability in the unadjusted per-pupil

costs for the remaining expenditures, which were classified as indirect, was found to be due to the
following factors:

1. Transportation costs were the major cause of the increase in per-pupil costs observed in the
smaller (less than 1,000 pupils) school districts.

2. School-level costs (principals, library, counseling, extracurricular) were the major cause of the
increased costs in the larger school districts.

3. Maintenance and operation costs contributed to increases at both ends of size-group
classification.

4. The cost of instructional specialists arid aides at the school district level was a secondary cause
of the increased costs observed in the larger school districts.

In summary, the major cause of variability in the observed net per-pupil costs was the variability in
classroom teachers' salaries. Additional increments to per-pupil costs were caused by the inuirect costs at

the school level, by instructional specialists for the larger districts, and by transportation and maintenance

in the smaller districts.

Summary of Results

A. Elementary, Secondary and K-12 ProgramNet Per-Pupil Costs
The over-all picture for the per-pupil (in average annual enrollment, AAE) cost of the K-12 program

is given in Figure 1 and Table I. The medians follow the "tilted dish-shaped" curve characteristic of all
gross measures of per-pupil cost when plotted across the size groups. Variability, as measured by the
interquartile range defined by the shaded area of the sin-group bar, was smallest for size group 3,
increased slowly through size group 6, then doubled itself in each of the last three size groups. When

groups 1 and 2 were combined, to give 15 school districts, the more meaningful statistics obtained were:
lower quartile (Q25)$660, median$705, upper quartile (Q75)$725, for an interquartile range of $65.

Another method of demonstrating the variability of the per-pupil costs of the K-12 program in the
school districts across the state is provided in Table 2 and the Figures 2-6. Figure 2 is a cumulative
polygon giving the percentage of the 325 operating school districts which have per-pupil expenditures less

than the dollars per pupil given along the horizontal axis. For example, 10 percent (or about 32) of the
school districts spend less than $560 per pupil, 25 percent less than $605, 75 percent less than $797, and
10 percent spend more than $1,080. Figure 3 is a frequency histogram giving the percentage of school
districts whose per-pupil expenditure falls in the intervals defined by the horizontal axis. Note how the
frequencies rapidly approach the mode at the interval about $625, becoming more gradual toward the
maximum expenditure of $4,667.

Figure 4 shows how the 116 school districts with more than 1,000 pupils (groups 1-6) compare with
the state picture. Again the modal interval is $600-$650, but the obsened range extends between $450
and $800. Fourteen of these 116 school districts spent less than $560, and none spent more than $786.
Figure 5 gives the picture for the 133 high-school districts enrolling fewer than 1,000 pupils. The modal
interval again contained $625, but the low range was extremely abrupt and the high range flat and
eXtended. No school district in this group spent less than $560, and nine spent more than $1,060 per
pupil. The histogram provided by the nonhigh school districts was almost uniform, with the modal interval
of $550-$600 accounting for only 13 percent of the 76 school districts in this group. Fifteen spent less
than $560, and 21 spent more than $1,060.

All 21 nonhigh school districts which exceeded the state-wide 90th percentile of $1,060 were in size
group 9 and had fewer than 80 pupils. On the average, these 21 districts have an enrollment of 28, a
per-pupil expenditure of $1,402 and a per-pupil assessed valuation of $48,609. (Corresponding state-wide
averages are: pupils-2,320, expenditure$662, and valuation, $8,225.) These figures can be put in the
perspective of the state-wide statistics by pointing out that the total assessed valuation of these districts
for the 1970 collection year was $28.4 million, which was 0.4 percent of the state total; total per-pupil
expenditures were 0.16 percent of the state total; and the 583 pupils account for 0.07 percent of the state
total.

The 15 nonhigh-school districts which fell short of the state-wide tenth percentile of $560 were
composed of one district from group 6 (DuPont $482), one from goup 7 (Steilacoom, $541), four from
group 8, and nine from group 9. The four districts in group 8 had an average enrollment of 288 pupils,
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Table 1

K-12 PROGRAM
NET PER-PUPIL COST BY SIZE GROUP

(Dollars)

S i ze
Group Mi n . Q25 Medi an Q75 Max.

I nterquarti le
Range

1 $ 625 $ 658 $ 693 $ 722 $ 726 $ 64

2 578 626 705 747 786 121

3 536 603 629 657 739 54

4 509 569 601 632 727 63

5 532 605 629 665 704 60

6 482 580 609 647 754 67

7 541 616 649 729 890 113

8 491 626 741 872 11223 247

9 407 735 948 1)240 41667 505

State
Average $ 407 $ 605 $ 669 $ 797 $41667 $ 192

- 189 2 4 8
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Table 2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
PER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE BY SIZE CLASSIFICATIONS

Size Group

High School Nonhigh School
State

Average
Expenditure 1-6 7-9 7-9 1-9

Range >1000 <1000 <1000

$400-449 5 5

450-499 1 3 5

500-549 10 6 16

550-599 22 9 10 41

600-649 44 26 7 77

650-699 26 15 5 47

700-749 10 16 6 32

750-799 3 17 3 23

800-849 11 1 12

850-899 10 3 13

900-949 6 2 8

950-999 9 9

$1,000-1,199"

1,200-1,499**

1,500-1,999**

2,000-2,999**

3,000-5,000**

No. of
School
Districts

116

9

2

2

1

133

7

7

4

5

1

75*

16

9

6

6

1

326

*Does not include Mukilteo (in group 4) nor DuPont (in group 6), although these districts are included in state column.

**Note change in width of interval.
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average per-pupil expenditure of $510 and average assessed valuation of $8,896 per pupil. The averages

for the nine districts in group 9 were 85 students, $468 expenditure, and $10,075 assessed valuation per

pupil.
The 14 high school districts with less than a $560 per-pupil expenditure were composed of three

districts from group 3. four from group 4, two from group 5, and five from group 6. The minimum

per-pupil expenditure for these districts was $491 (in Monttqano) and the average was $540. The

minimum per-pupil assessed valuation was $1,611 (in Medical Lake, which has other major revenue

sources), and the next smallest was $3,757: the average was $5,664, about $3,000 below the state median.

A low tax base seems to be the major contributing factor to the low per-pupil expenditure for the 14

high-school districts which spent less than $560 per pupil in 1968-69.

In summary, the results of this analysis of per-pupil costs for the K-12 program (which accounted for

about 87 percent of the total appropriation expenditure for 1966-69) are:

Even for high school districts with more than 1,000 pupils, there was a $300 over-all range of

per-pupil expenditure, although about 80 percent fell within the $150 range from $550 to

$700.
High school districts with fewer than 1,000 pupils placed little more than a third (37.6 percent)

in the $550 to S700 range. None of the 25 high-school districts with fewer than 200 students

s7ent less than $770, and ten spent more than $1,000 per pupil. None of these 133 small

high-school districts spent less than $550 per pupil.
The 76 nonhigh school districts placed only 20 school districts, about one fourth, in the $550

to $700 range. Twenty percent (15 districts) spent less than $550 and the remaining 54 percent

(41 districts) spent more than $700 per pupil.
The 21 nonhigh school districts with more than a $1,060 per-pupil expenditure have an average

assessed valuation 8 times the state average.
Of the 15 nonhigh districts with expenditures less than $550, nine had per-pupil assessed

valuations below the 25th percentiles for their respective group, five fell in the interquartile

range and one was above the 75th percentile. None of these districts receive extra remote and

necessary elementary funds.
Table 3 and Figure 7 compare the arithmetic averages of the net per-pupil (AAE) cost of the

elementary, secondary, and K-I 2 programs. The plots of the elementary and secondary average costs

follow the same pattern as the K-I 2 medians of Figure I through the high school districts. The last column

of Table 3 gives the ratio of the difference (secondary less elementary) to the elementary costs. It is

apparent that this ratio is much closer te 0.2 than the 0.3 weighting factor now used for secondary

students in the apportionment formula.
The average elementary costs in the nonhigh districts are lower than in the high school districts of

groups 7, 8, and 9 by $33, $111 and $59 per pupil, respectively, but on the average they are $37 above

the state high-school district average. The cost of the secondary program (lesF than a full high school

program) in group 8 was only $30 more Cain the elementary program and dropped $85 below the

elementary program in group 9. No explanation of this apparem anomaly is presently available, although

one might conjecture that those districts in group 9 which did provide instruction for grades 7 to 10 were

mainly those with lower per-pupil costs.
The main implication of this comparison of elementary versus secondary is the negative one that the

explanation of the increased costs does not lie in the differences in the relative costs among size groups of

the elementary and secondary programs. Since the costs for these programs, when taken from SPI Form

A-57-II:, have usually been calculated by including dollars prorated from an "undistributed" account,

differences would not be apparent. This account Jistributes about $200 per pupil between the programs

for purposes of determining per-pupil costs.
Table 4 and Figure 8 give the results when these undistributed costs are removed from the,

elementary and secondary programs. The average of the elementary and secondary costs thus obtained are

roughly equivalent to the direct costs of teaching and textbooks as given on SP1 Form A-57-1I, Functions

25 and 26.
Figure 8 still reveals a dish-shaped curve for the elementary and secondary programs. The curves are

flatter and the tails not as far from the minima at group 6. The plot of the averab -... per-pupil cost of

teaching and textbooks shifted from being more heavily weighted towards the secondary program in the

larger districts to a heavier weight for the elementary program in the smaller districts. Using these adjusted

figures, the state-wide ratio of the secondary minus elementary difference to the cost of elementary was

0.4. The differences between the net cost computed from the A-57 figures and that computed from the

197 20G



adjusted figures were $214 for the elementary program and $187 for the secondary. This represents a 37
percent reduction in the estimate of the cost of the elementary, and a 27 percent reduction for the
secondary program.

Table 3

AVERAGE NET PER-PUPIL COST

Size

High School Districts

(Secondary-Elementary)

Group Elementary Secondary K-12 Elementary

1 $ 609 $ 722 $ 696 $ . 186

2 608 720 689 . 184

3 543 640 626 . 236

4 518 613 605 . 183

5 534 652 629 .220

6 517 E26 607 .211

7**, E68 697 669 . 227

8** 682 833 794 . 221

9** 856 1097 991 .281

State t jhSchool $ 575 $ 693 $ 662 $ . 205

Nonhigh School Districts

7* $ 535 $ 723 $ 617 . 351

8 571 600 588 .051

9 797 712 786 -.106

State Nonhigh $ 612 :t 688 $ 646 $ . 124

School Average

Total State $ 57'; $ 693 $ 662 $ . 203

Average

* Over-all K-12 averages for goups 7, 8 and 9 were $667, $746, $891 respectively.

** Includes 1 school district in group 4 (Mukilteo) and 1 in group 6 (DuPont).
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The implication to be drawn here is that removing the indirect costs distributed into these programs

reduces the range ue the per-pupil cost size group averages by about 60 percent in each of the programs.

This leaves two tasks: first, to determine which variables will further account for the variability in the

K-12 program costs; and second, to determine which indirect costs caused the large variability in the

original (A-57) estimates of per-pupil costs.

B. Teaching and Other Expenditures
Since the elementary and secondary per-pupil program costs follow the same pattern as the total

costs, whether estimated by the K-12 program averages or medians, or by the cost of teaching and
textbooks, the following discussion does not distinguish between elementary and secondary costs. Rather,
a distinction is made between the direct cost of teaching, as citimated by the "Teaching Function" (SPI
Form A-57-1, Part II, Function 25), and the indirect costs, as estimated by the total expenditure minus
the teaching costscalled "Other" in Table 5. These per-pupil costs were calculated using total base
enrollment (TBE).

Table 5 gives the per-pupil costs for various objects of expenditure broken down into Teaching and
Other. The salaries of teaching certificated stiff closely parallel the direct costs of teaching and textbooks.
(See Figure 9.) Except for the higher employee benefit packages in groups 1, 2, and 9, the relatively high
cost of professional and technical staff in group 1, and the high cost of secretarial and craft staff in groups 6
and 9 (see Table 5, "Teach" column,) the objects of expenditure for the teaching function are quite
consistent. Thus, we can conclude that the cause of the variability in the direct costs is mainly due to the
differential in average teacher salaries. (See Figure 9.)

Thl per-pupil costs for the objects of expenditure shown in Table 5 under the "Other" columns
indicate that

1. Secretarial and craft staff were high for groups 1, 2, 8, and particularly 9.

2. There was a steady increase in the per-pupil cost of supplies and materials, going from $33 in
group 1 to $73 in group 9.

3. There was a steady increase in the cost of contractual services, for size groups 7, 8, and 9 with
$56, $78, and $160 respectively.

The pattern in items 1, 2, and 3 above indicates where the indirect costs contribute to the broad
range of the net per-pupil cost taken from the SPI calculation of per-pupil expenditure (in A-57, Part III).

Table 4

ADJUSTED PER-PUPIL COSTS

Si ze
Group Elementary Secondary.

Teaching and

Textbooks

(SEC-EL)
EL

Per
cent Reduction
EL SEC

1 $ 382 $ 529 $ 486 $ .385 37 % 27%

2 375 523 467 .408 38 27

3 341 487 421 .428 37 24

4 326 473 398 .451 37 23

5 323 490 410 .517 40 25

6 298 468 402 .570 42 25

7 324 513 411 .583 43 26

8 357 570 436 .597 47 32

9 429 674 566 .571 50 39

State $ 361 $ 506 $ 437 $ .402
37 % 27 %

Average
200
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Table 5

PER-PUPIL COST FOR SALARIES

Si ze
Group

Cert. Staff Prof. & Tech.
Sec 'y. Craft
and Other Eno] Bnfts . _Total

Teach. OtherTeach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other

1 $ 401 $ 98 $ 7 $ 14 $ 8 $ 105 $ 21 $ 19 $ 438 $ 235

2 391 100 2 13 9 109 21 17 423 239

3 360 85 1
,, 6 92 17 14 384 198

4 344 78 1 5 8 83 16 13 369 179

5 351 83 1 5 7 90 16 14 376 192

6 334 72 1 2 14 85 18 12 366 171

7 350 83 1 2 8 96 17 14 376 195

8 376 84 4 7 108 18 15 401 211

9 491 68 1 4 14 173 26 22 532 267

State $ 374 $ 89 $ 3 $ 9 $ 8 $ 98 $ 19 $ 16 $ 404 $ 212

Average

Other Per-Pupi 1 Costs

Si ze
Group

Suppl . & Mtl . Contr. Serv. Cptl . Outlay Books Travel
Teach. Other leTEh. Other Teach. Other Text Li br. Instr. Other

1 $ 13 $ 33 $ 8 $ 41 $ 6 $ 8 $ 6 $ 4 $ 2 $ 3

2 13 39 4 36 8 12 8 5 2 3

3 11 37 3 40 7 12 7 4 2 3

4 12 37 1 39 7 14 7 4 2 2

5 13 41 2 48 7 14 6 4 2 2

6 14 41 2 48 8 19 8 5 2- "2

7 16 47 2 56 6 17 8 5 2 3

8 18 57 2 78 9 23 9 5 1 3

9 15 73 2 160 4 23 12 8 1 6

State $ 13 $ 38 $ 4 $ 43 $ 7 $ 12 $ 7 $ 4 $ 2 $ 3

Average
202
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C. Expenditures by Program ElementIndirect Costs
It has been shown that the fluctuations in the direct costs for teaching and textbooks are due almost

entirely to the fluctuations in the per-pupil cost of classroom teachers' salaries. The cause of the rise abevt.
the average per-pupil cost of teachers' salaries is different for the two ends of the graph of Figure 8. The
average teacher's salary was $8,454 in 1968-69. Groups 1 and 2 were $348 and $209 above this average.
This accounted for the above-average per-pupil cost of teachers' salaries in the urban districts of groups 1
and 2. The steep increase over groups 7, 8 and 9, on the other hand, was caused by reduced
pupil to teacher ratios, which were sufficient to overcome the reduced average salaries. The pertinent
statistics are displayed below.

7
Size Group

9 State Average8

Average Teacher Salary
Difference from State Average
Average Student 7 Teacher Ratio
Difference from State Average

$7631
$ 823

23.5
1.3

$7,467
$ 987

21.8
3.0

$7,094
$1.360

17.0
7.8

$8454

24.8

The indirect costs contribute additional variability to the per-pupil cost of the K-12 program and the
total expenditure. Table 6 gives the average per-pupil costs of the main elements of the total program.
Per-pupil costs are calculated using average annual enrollment. The program elements are defmed in terms
of the "Functions" of SPI Form A-57-1 , Part II, total expenditure column, as follows.

Col. 1. Teaching and Textbooks this may be interpreted as the direct cost of providing a
teacher and textbooks for instruction.

Col. 2. Principal, Library, Counseling and Extracurricular this includes the additional staff
and services which provide support to instruction at the school building level.

Col. 3. Administration of Instruction, Insturctional Aids. Educational T.V. these are
programs usually at the school district office level, which directly support instruction.

Col. 4. Board and Superintendent's Office these are the costs of the other school district
level activities.

Col. 5.-8. These are indirect costs with respect to the instructional program and are usually
costed at the school district level.

203
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Col. 9. Total this is the total appropriation expenditure per pupil in average annual
enrollment.

The per-pupil costs given in Table 6 are cumulated by program element and plotted in '..).ar charts for
each size group in Figure 10. Figure 11 gives individual line plots of the data in columns 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8.
Pupil Services (Col. 5) accounts for only $12.58 per pupil state-wide and declines steadily from $18 in
group 1 to $3 in group 9. Food Services (Col. 6) accounted for about $35 state-wide and followed the
dish-shaped curve characteristic of total expenditure.

Inspection of Figure 21 reveals the following:
1. The cost of transportation was the greatest contributor to the increased indirect costs in the

smaller school districts, the differential between groups 1 and 9 being $89.
2. Maintenance and operation costs contributed to the variability in both tails of the total cost

curve. The difference from the average of groups 4, 5 and 6 were: $26 and $19 for groups 1
and 2; $24 and $56 for groups 8 and 9.

3. The cost of the "school program" (principal, library, counseling, extracurricular) was the
greatest contributor to the increased costs in the large districts. The greatest differential in
size-group averages was $65, between groups 2 and 9.

4. The cost of instructional specialists and aids at the school-district level contributed a differential
of $24 between groups l and 2 and group 9.

5. Board and superintendent's office followed the dish-shaped total cost curve, but with an
accentuated tilt. The averages for groups 1 and 2 were below the state average ($24) but groups
5 through 9 were above it, group 9 by $50.

With regard to item 5, a slightly different picture is obtained when instructional services and
school-district office costs are combined. This addition reflects the practice in the smaller school districts
where the superintendent's office may consist of one or two persons who may have additional school or
instructional responsibilities. The average per-pupil costs for this combined superintendent's office were:

Size Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

PP Cost ($) 56 56 40 35 37 35 43 58 74

The corresponding state average cost $47.50. The implication to be drawn here is that the larger school
districts did spend more than the state average on administration, but that more than half of the
expenditure was for direct instructional assistance and development. In the districts with fewer than 5,000
pupils, more than half of the school-district office costs were charged to the superintendent's office. In
size group 9, only 12 percent of the school district office expenditures were directed to instructional
assistance and development.
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Figure 11

PER-PUPIL COST OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS
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Section 3

STAFFING PATTERNS

Introductions
During the 1968-69 school year the school districts of the state spent $475,241,948 on salaries, wages,

and employee benefits. This represents 82.2 percent of the total general fund expenditures of $577.'
million. The total expenditures for staff were allocated as follows: 60.7 percent for classroom teachers,
14.5 percent for other certificated staff, 17.2 percent for classified staff, 1.9 percent for professional and
technical staff, and 5.7 percent for employee benefits.

The local school districts of the state employed 53,000 persons at an average cost per staff member
of $8,967. The state-wide utilization of staff was: 58.4 percent in classroom teachers, 15.9 percent in
other certificated staff, 4.3 percent in teacher's aides and 21.4 percent in classified staff.

The objective of this section is to determine what staffing resources this level of funding provided for
school districts of various sizes. The answer is to be found through analysis of the percentage of total staff
in the various types of positions and by staffing ratios. (Section 2 analyzed the average costs and their
variability.) The data used for this analysis came from the School Information Tape File of SPI containmg
the information reported by the schools on the "School Staff Report" (SPI Form F-72-S).

Conclusions
Generally, the statistics show a very similar staffing pattern for all school districts with more than

1,600 average annual enrollment. Differences between the size group averages and the state averages begin to
appear in high school districts with 1,000-1,600 students and become quite marked .in all districts,
both high school and nonhigh school, with less than 1,000 enrollment. In addition, the statistics for the-
school districts within the smaller size groups show increased variability.

The following points are particularly significant.
Classified staff, (perhaps mainly transportation staff) accounted for a disproportionate
percentage of the staff in the smaller districts. (See Figure 1, page 6.)

The student-teacher ratio in 91 school districts, all with fewer than 1,000 students, was below
20 students per teacher. (See Figure 2 and Table 6, below.)

There are 63 school districts which had more :han one other staff member for each classroom
teacher. (See Figure 4 and Table 14, below.)

The major lack of consistency in the staffing pattern occurred in the ratio of teachers to other
certificated staff. The elementLry schools in the 15 largest districts had fewer teachers per other
certificated staff than the secondary schools, but the reverse was the case in the other size
groups. (See Table 15 and Figure 5, below.)

Summary of Results
A. Percentage of Total Staff by Type of Position

The percentage of total staff for each of the positions reported on the "School Staff Report" is given
in Table 1 for each of the school district size groups. The last row of Table 1 gives the number of school
districts in the size group, and the second-to-last row gives the total number of staff in the size group upon
which the percentages are based. The general pattern of greater deviation from the state-wide percentages
in the smaller school districts in groups 7 through 9, (which had less than 1,000 average annual
enrollment) is apparent for the following positions:

Principals. School districts with fewer than 1,000 pupils, groups 7, 8 and 9 in both high and nonhigh
districts, have smaller schools which each require a principal. These districts do not require a staff as
larg z. as in the bigger districts. It should also be noted that many of these principals also spend time
teaching in the classroom. The result was a greater percentage of total staff in the position of
Principal..
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Assistant Principals. The snialler sdiool districts, having smaller schools, do not use the assistant

prineip..I position as mueh the iatINI di--IrMs. This decline appears in size group (s. districts with

less than 1.600 enrollni...nt.

Teachers and Teacher's aides will be con .idered

Other Certificated. An appreciable drop from the 4ate-wich: not ..vident until site group

ti in the high school districts. but is more pronounced Li, be a

reflection of the lack of ability to provide special pupil ser% ices personly-' it inannk. t e

of the sillsiller school district offices.

Part-Time Certificated. sharp rise in the use of part-time staff occurs in high school . ts with

less than 500 enrolLnent. hut the nonhigh district% with l:ss than 500 cii. ollnn hase

below-a..erage percentage.

Class.ified Staff. Secretaries, custodians and food %emit:es stall show no marked deviation from t.IL

state IVI cntages lor their positions. he reporting o: other classified stall increases sharpb, tor hot

high and nonhigh districts with kss. than 1,(XX) enrollment (group% ti. Ando). i'lus is most like b. a

tesult l1 the relatisel greater Mott required to support student transportation.

I Le pvr t !es ot total stall tor WW1Atm' classroom tea,hers. all s-ertiticated staff teaLlier's _ides

. Led etsohnel are summarized iii I ab'es 2 thru 5. hi h als.0 gise t"!le inalinum.

and range ;ntcntdges calculated tor each -..ho)l m the %Lac gro:+.

..1i taiiis UilitaatIse bat .harts which alloate the 100 pcf.:nt -t total stall into the 4 Ina!, `r

^sitilq. ,1.0..,1.11, !foal,. 'sole that the we pout+ Mealls atc st!,..r. alvout 2 rct.e!lage point, ,tate

_ sic etouren. lot all p.os,tior t)ite

Clasta.foum iefochets I las,stootn I ca. hct lot ("' total stall ernplos the

dlor, t I '-C ...hoot te v.ith i. TC C011 st :lac 1 As gfo p I t I Jill a

dCs latiOn .! ; ;Net.cnt gto.ip lloaticact, as table

Ii"iv's the !ante of Itcfcm,fatcl "L-4%Cs at indicating that the Woad dispafitla of

1-c- I. cntarc sta; in tca..hing pout: ,t.s st-itts I diattitts with less than I 000 entolltnc-nt I he

diatti,tt c s.cpt tct the irnal:cst mm u'r 9 %hot.% . OMNI, ASS el\ i.niall tanitr, hut !hest

rhea afr t to 10 enlace ;,ott-.tt tSC1 St a IC Asclatc ISce I aKie 2

1 out! C ti G. urd Pet-mama kt I at,le t a..t.otat the petcniates of total staff in Vilifsaltd poutions
loll st thc asnar ital'em at thi,ae lot lca.hert lobo 4.onatatutc petcnt of thc cettifis.ate,'

stall theft ate enough ns,ntca..Ettig ..cttifi,ated stall In hash ...how ..histm.i. in sac g.u.."ups I thIlts
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Table 2
TEACHERS-PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ST APT

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

High School 1 62.8 59.5 56.2 6.6

Districts 2 62.0 57.2 53.0 9.0

3 64.4 58.8 52.3 12.1

4 71.1 61.1 53.4 17.7

5 68.6 58.4 48.8 19.8

6 72.3 58.6 44.6 27.7

7 100.0 56.2 31.0 69.0

8 100.0 52.7 21.1 78.9

9 83.3 50.4 31.0 52.3

State 100.0 58.4 21.1 78.9

Nonhigh 7 58.6 47.2 44.4 14.2

School Districts 61.7 52.2 41.3 20.4

9 100.0 47.1 25.0 75.0

iable 3
TOTAL CERTIFICATFD PERSONNEL-

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STAFF

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

High School 1 78.7
Districts

78.0

3 80.3

4 83.4

5 82.5

6 88.6

7 100.0

8 100.0

9 100.0

State 100.0

Nonhich School 7 78.2

Districts 8 70.0

9 100.0
ziz

2

74.9 73.3 5.4

74.5 70.6 7.4

74.3 70.5 9.8

75.3 69.7 13.7

75.1 67.3 15.2

74.9 68.3 20.3

73.5 53.4 46.6

72.0 39.3 60.7

64.8 43.9 56.1

74.5 25.0 75.0

62.6 58.5 19.7

61.2 50.3 19.7

53.2 25.0 75.0



Hi gh School
Distr..; cts

State

Nonhigh School
Disiricts

Hi gh School
Di stri cts

State

Nonhigh School
Districts

Table 4

TOTAL CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL-
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STAFF

Si ze
GrotEr Maxi mum Mean

1 24.2 22.3

2 23.6 20.2

3 26.6 22.0

4 26.3 19.2

5 32.1 19.6

6 28.1 20.1

7 98.9 21.0

8 56.7 24.5

9 57.1 26.6

98.9 21.4

7 25.5 24.1

8 37.3 32.0

9 66.7 37.1

Table 5
TOTAL TEACHER AIDES-

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STAFF

Si ze
Group_ Ma xi muili Mean

1 6.4 2.8

2 7.9 5.3

3 10.0 3.7

4 9.8 5.5

5 12.6 5.3

6 12.6 5.0

7 17.4 5.5

8 15.5 3.5

9 28.6 8.7

50.0 4.3

7 16.0 13.4

8 14.7 6.7

9 50.0 9.7
213 - 2

Mi nimum Range_

17.9 6.3
16.7 6.9
17.0 9.6

13.4 12.9

11.4 20.7

11.4 16.7

3.1 95.8

.0 56.7

.0 57.1

.0 98.9

16.3 9.2

27.6 9.7

.0 66.7

Mi ni mum Range

1.1 5.3
.4 7.5
.1 9.9

1.1 8.7

.0 12.6

.0 12.6

.0 17.4

.0 15.5

.0 28.6

.0 50.0

.0 16.0

.0 14.7

.0 50.0



B. Staff Ratios
Various averaee (mean) student to staff ratios and full-time classroom teacher to other staff ratios are

given in Tables 6 thru 14 for each size group. These tables also contain the maximum, minimum, and
range of the ratios calculated for each school district in the size group. Figures 2, 3, and 4 are histograms
which display the frequency, both in percentages and number of school districts, with which the ratios,
student to teacher, teacher to other certificated staff, and all other staff to teachers, occurred in the
intervals defined on the horizontal axis of the figure. These histograms are based on all 326 school districts
in the state.

Student to Teacher Ratios. The state average is 24.8 students per full-time classroom teacher. The
fact that it took a range as broad as 20 to 30 pupils per teacher to account for 68 percent of the
school districts was unexpected. A breakdown of the numbers of school districts having pupil to
teacher ratios in intervals of 2 pupils per teacher is given below.

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIOS

Interval
1-6 7-9

Size Group
Non HS StateHS 7-9

No. Pe. cent No . Percer t No . Percent No. Percent

Less than 20 0 0 % 55 47.4% 28 37.3% 83 25.5%
20-21.9 1 0.9 20 15.0 7 9.3 28 8.6
22-23.9 14 12.1 24 18.0 7 9.3 45 13.8
24-25.9 62 53.4 16 12.0 8 10.7 86 25.4
26-27.9 27 23.3 6 4.5 8 10.7 42 12.9
28-29.9 11 9.5 6 4.5 4 5.3 22 6.7
30 or More 1 0.9 6 4.5 13 17.3 20 6.1

Total 116 100.1% 133 99.9% 75 99.9% 326 100.0%
s

Over half of the districts with more than 1,000 pupils (size groups 1-6) had pupil to teacher ratios in
the 2-pupil rang:. between 24 and 26. High scliool distiicts with fewer than 1,000 pupils (groups 7-9)
placed only 12 perctmt of their districts in this range, and a majority of these districts, 56 percent had
ratios of less than 22 pupils per teacher. The nonhigh districts placed 11 percent of their districts in the
mid-rarge of 24 to 26 students, with c . r half falling outside of the broad range between 20 and 30,
about a third below 20, and a sixth above J3 prb per teacher.

As seen from Table 6, the high school districts with more than 1,000 enrollment (groups 1-6) and the
two nonhigh listricts with 500-1,000 students (group 7) maintain a gxoup average within 1 percent
of the state average. A steady drop occurs in the group average for 7, 8, and 9 in the high school
diAricts. For the nonhigh districts group 8 has an average 2 percent above the state average and group
9 drops to only 21 pupils as opposed to 14 pupils for the high school districts in group 9.

The data for Figure 2 reveal that there are 91 school districts in the state with a student to teacher
ratio of less than 20 to 1, and 14 with a iatio greater than 30 to 1. Thus, 222, or about two thirds of
the school districts in the state fall into the 20-30 student to teacher range. In the 116 districts with
more than 1,000 students only one school district (South Kitsap, with 31.7) was out of the 20-30
range. Seven of the districts with ratios greater than 30 to 1 are high school districts and 7 are
nonhigh districts.

Student to Certificated Staff Ratios. The average student to total certificated staff ratio is consistently
about 5 students below the student to teacher ratio for the high school districts with more than 200
students. (See Table 7.) That is to say, these staff ratios follow the same pattern for all but the smallest
high school grou p.
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Table 6

STUDENT TO TEACHER RATIOS

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

High School 1 26.3 24.4 22.7 3.6
Districts

2 26.7 25.0 23.7 3.0

3 31.7 25.7 23.6 8.1

4, 29.1 25.8 22.9 6.2

5 28.7 25.4 22.2 6.5

6 29.9 25.3 21.8 8.1

7 39.1 23.5 17.8 21.3

8 32.7 20.7 11.5 62.1

9 29.2 14.4 5.8 23.4

State 50.0 24.8 3.0 47.0

Nonhigh School 7 29.7 24.7 21.1 8.6

Districts 8 35.0 26.8 21.9 13.1

9 50.0 20.6 3.0 47.0

High School and 7 39.1 23.5 17.8 21.3
Nonhigh School

8 35.0 21.8 11.5 23.5

9 50.0 17.0 3.0 47.0



Table 7

STUDENT TO CERTIFICATED STAFF RATIOS

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

High School 1 20.4 19.4 17.6 2.8

Districts 2 20.9 19.2 17.9 3.0

3 26.1 20.4 18.2 7.9

4 23.0 20.9 17.1 5.9

5 23.0 19.8 16.7 6.3

6 24.2 19.8 16.3 7.9

7 31.5 18.0 9.0 22.5

8 22.0 15.1 9.3 12.7

9 15.6 11.2 5.1 10.5

State 31.0 19.5 3.0 28.0

Nonhigh School
Districts

7 20.0 18.6 17.8 2.2

8 30.8 22.8 18.0 12.8

9 31.0 18.3 3.0 28.0



High School
Districts

State

Nonhigh School
Districts

Table 8

STUDENT TO TEACHER AIDE RATIOS

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

1 1363.7 518.1 231.4 1132.3

2 4371.9 270.8 170.6 3201.3

3 9545.0 406.3 148.5 9,396.5

4 1654.8 286.1 136.5 1518.3

5 2380.5 280.7 106.0 2,274.5

6 1,021.7 298.7 0.0 1021.7

7 974.5 240.0 0.0 974.5

8 489.0 309.6 0.0 489.0

9 111.5 84.0 0.0 111.5

9,545.0 337.1 0.0 9,,545.0

7 287.7 87.1 0.0 287.7

8 449.5 207.6 0.0 449.5

9 378.9 100.2 0.0 378.9
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High School
Districts

State

Nonhigh School
Districts

"Tabk 12

TIActak 10 It ACHER'S AMES RATIOS

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum EAnt

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

7

8

9

51.8 21.2 16.8 35.0

133.7 10.9 7.1 126.6

372.0 15.8 5.9 366.1

63.0 11.1 5.8 57.2

93.0 11.1 0.0 93.0

42.0 11.8 4.7 37.3

42.0 10.2 0.0 42.0

24.0 15.0 0.0 24.0

13.0 5.8 0.0 13.0

372.0 13.6 0.0 372.0

10.8 3.5 0.0 10.8

19.0 7.8 0.0 19.0

14.1 4.9 0.0 14.1



11 ACHUR TO CL. ASSIFIED STAFF RATIO

size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Ranoe

High School 1 3.2 2.7 2.5 .7

Districts 2 3.4 2.8 2.2 1.2

3 3.6 2.7 2.0 1.6

4 4.7 3.2 2.3 2.4

5 5.2 3.0 1.6 3.6

6 6.0 2.9 1.6 4.4

7 22.0 2.7 .8 21.2

8 14.0 2.2 0.0 14.0

9 5.0 1.9 0.0 5.0

State 22.0 2.7 0.0 22.0

Nonhigh School
Districts

7 3.6 2.0 1.9 1.7

8 2.2 1.6 1.1 1.1

9 4.0 1.3 0.0 4.0



I abIe 14

OTIMR STAFF TO .ILACHER RATIOS

Size
Group Maximum Mean Minimum Range

High School 1 .78

Districts 2 .89

3 .91

4 .87

c 1.05

6 1.24

7 2.22

8 2.89

9 2.23

State 3.00

Nonhigh School
Districts

7 1.25
8 1.42

9 3.00

.68 .59 .19

.75 .61 .28

.70 .55 .36

.64 .41 .46

.71 .46 .59

.71 .38 .86

.78 .39 1.83

.90 .27 2.62

.98 .20 2.03

.71 .20 2.80

1.12 71 .54

.92 .62 .80

1.12 .00 3.00

225 284



Figure 4

DISTRIBUTION OF ALL OTHER STAFF TO TEACHER RATIOS
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Student to Classified Staff Ratios. The state average was 61 students per classified staff. School

district groups with more than 500 enrollment were above this average by as much as 21 students (in

group 4) and district groups below 500 enrollment were below by a., much as 35 students. (See Table

9.)

Student to Teacher Aide Ratios. There is large variability of the group av,:sage student to teacher's
aide ratios which range from 518 to 84 pupils per teacher's aide. The state average is 337. The
variability among school districts within a given group, as indicated by the range is even more
extensive. (See Table 8.) There were 84 school disWcts in the state that had no teacher's aides
reported in 1968-69;49 were high school districts and 35 nonhigh districts.

Consonant with the In-eater perccntages of total staff in classified positions in the smaller districts
(see Figure 1) these smaller districts do have fewer students per classified miployee.

Students to All Staff Ratios. State-wide, one school district employee is hired for each 14 students.

Again, the state average is meaningful through the first 7 groups and the nonhigh districts in group 8.

But one staff member was used for each 11 students in group 8, and each 7 students in group 9.
Nonhigh districts in group 9 had one staff member for each 10 students. (See Table 10.)

Teachers to Other Certificated Staff Ratios. State-wide, each 3.7 full-time teachers had one
certificated person on the staff. The only pronounced deviations (greater than one teacher) occurred

in the nonhigh districts with fewer than 500 enrollment, where the ratios are 6 teachers and 8
teachers per other certificated person for size groups 8 and 9, respectively. (See Table 11.)

Figure 3 shows the state-wide distribution of these ratios. There are 29 districts with a ratio of less
than 2 teachers and 27 with a ratio greatet. than 8 teachers per other certificated staff. All 88 school
districts with more than 1,600 enrollment have ratios in the 2-8 range. High school districts account
for 26 of the less-than-2 ratios and nonhigh school districts for the other 3. Eighteen of the districts
with ratios greater than 8 are high school districts. There are 38 districts, 2 high school in group 8
and 9, and 36 nonhigh districts in group 9, which reported no nonteaching certificated personnel.

Other Staff to Teacher Ratios. When the cost of education is calculated in terms of the teachers
requited to provide instruction, these ratios can be used to determine the additional staff required to

attain the present staffing level. State-wide about three quarters of a person (0.71) was required for

each full-time classroom teacher. This ratio is meaningful (deviates less than 0.1 from the average)
through size group 7. Thereafter it increased to an almost one-to-one staffing pattern for high school
districts in size groups 8 and 9 and in the nonhigh districts of group 8. In the other nonhigh districts

the ratio is greater than one to one. (See Table 14.)

The distribution of this ratio is given in Figure 4. There were 9 districts that reported only teaching
staff, so that their ratio is defined as zero. The range from 0.3 to 1.2 accounts for 255 school
districts, including all districts with more than 1,600 students (groups 1 through 5). High school
districts in groups 6 thru 9 exceed the 1.2 ratio for 30 districts and nonhigh districts exceed 1.2 for

33 districts.

The teacher to teacher's aides ratios (Table 12) and teacher to classified staff ratios (Table 13) hold

no implications not noted above, but are included for completeness.
The large variability of the staff ratios and percentages for the smaller districts is partially explained

by the fact that reporting of staff positions is somewhat arbitrary. When there are fewer staff to be
allocated to the various positions, an inconsistency between districts in reporting a single individual can

have a pronounced effect on the staff ratios or percentages,

C. Elementary-Secondary Comparisons
Student to Teacher Ratios. State-wide, there were 3.4 more pupils per classroom teacher in the

elementary grades than in the secondary schools. The averages were 26.4 students per full-time

teacher in elementary, and 23.0 in the secondary schools. The combined K-12 average was 24.8. The
227



range of size group averages for elementary was 9.2 pupils, the minimum of 18.3 occur in the high
school districts in group 9. and the maximum in the nonhigh districts of group 8. (See Table 15.) T ne
range for secondary was 13.1 pupils, with the maximum 24.2, occurring in groups 3 and 4 and the
minimum in the high school districts of group 9. The differences between elementary and secondary
averages increase steadily from 2.2 pupils per teacher in group 1 to 9.2 in group 8. (See Figure 5 for a
graphical comparison.)

Students to All Certificated Staff Ratios. State-wide, there were 19.5 students per certificated
person, which includes certificated staff at the school district offices. In the elementary schools there
were 22.4 pupils, and in the secondary, 19.5 pupils per certificated person. The ranges of observed
size group averages were: 8.3 pupils for the elementary, and 12.6 for the secondary.

Students to Teacher's Aides. The state-wide average was 337 pupils per teacher's aide.1 he program
averages were: elementary-238, Secondary- 736 pupils per aide. Of the total 2,280 teacher's aides
1,830 are in elementary schools and 450 in secondary schools.

Students to All Staff. School district office staff are included in the state total of 14.2 students per
staff member. The elementary schools have a ratio of 15.9 to 1 and the secondary 14.6 to 1. The
differences in the size group averages for elementary and secondary range from 0.3 pupils in size
group 4 to 5.1 in size group 9. That is, the staff split between elementary and secondary is almost
equal in group 4, but there are 5 more pupils per staff member in the elementary schools of groups 8
and 9.

Teachers to Other Certificated Staff. There were 3.7 teachers for each person in the other certificated
stp:T category. Five percent of the total certificated staff were located in school district offices. These
2,896 individuals accounted for 42 percent of the other certificated staff category. In the elementary
schools there were, on a state-wide average, one other certificated individual for each 5.7 classroom
teachers. In the secondary schools, the state average was about the same, 5.6 to 1. However, only size
groups 3, 4, and 8 came close to this 0.1 difference between elementary and secondary, each of these
had 0.3 more teachers per other in the elementary schools. (See Figue 6.) The 15 large school
districts of groups 1 and 2 (with more than 10,000 pupils per district) had 0.9 and 0.5 fewer teachers
per other certificated in their elementary than in their secondary schools, indicating a relatively
greater use of other certificated staff in the elementary schools tha 1 in the secondary schools. In the
school districts of size groups 5, 6, 7, and 9, the opposite was the case. There were 1.1 more teachers
per other in the elementary schools of groups 5 and 7, 1.7 more in group 6, and almost 3 more in the
high school districts of group 9.

This situation, in which the total K-12 program size group averages and the state averages for
the individual programs mask the true picture, is the major difference observed in the staffing
patterns of the elementary and secondary schools.

All Other Staff to Teachers. State-wide, each teacher had 0.71 of another person supporting him,
with 0.13 of this person at the school district office. In the elementary schools, there was 0.65, and
in the secondary schools, 0.58 other staff per teacher. The range for this ratio was 0.52 for the
elementary, the minimum of 0.60 occurring for size group 1 and the maximum of 1.12 for the
nonhigh districts of group 9. For the secondary, the range was from 0.49 in group 4 to 1.16 in the
high school districts of group 9. The greatest difference between the elementary and secondary
programs occurred in group 9, where the 25 secondary schools used 1.16 other staff per teacher, but
only 0.78 in the elementary schools. The only other case where the difference was in the same
direction was for the nonhigh districts of group 8 with a ratio of 1.02 for secondary and 0.89 for.
elementary. All other size groups had relatively more teacher support staff ii their elementary
schools than in their secondary schools. (Figure 7 provides a graphical comparison of these results.)
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Table 15

STAFF RATIOS
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS SIZE GROUP AVERAGES

Size
Group SS/T SS/CERT SS/TA SS/ALL T/OCERT T/TA T/CLAS OSTAFF/T

High
School 1 EL 25.4 21.7 3,4 15.9 5.9 13.9 2.8 .60

Districts
SEC 23.2 20.3 1169 14.9 6.8 50.3 2.5 .56

2 EL 26.7 22.3 194 16.1 5.1 7.3 3.1 .66

SEC 23.0 19.5 568 14.4 5.6 24.7 2.6 .60

3 EL 27.2 23.3 253 16.3 5.9 9.3 2.6 .67

SEC 24.2 20.5 1489 15.5 5.6 61.6 2.8 .56

4 EL 27.2 23.4 195 16.6 6.2 7.1 2.9 .64

SEC 24.2 20.7 718 16.3 5.9 29.7 3.5 .49

5 EL 27.1 23.0 223 16.3 5.6 8.2 2.8 .66

SEC 23.2 19.0 466 14.7 4.5 20.1 3.3 .57

6 EL 27.1 23.3 230 16.2 6.1 8.5 2.6 .6?

SEC 23.2 18.9 521 14.9 4.4 22.4 3.5 .56

7 EL 26.2 22.2 197 15.5 5.6 7.5 2.6 .69

SEC 20.4 16.7 354 12.4 4.5 17.4 2.8 .64

8 EL 25.6 20.2 261 14.1 3.8 10.2 2.2 .81

SEC 16.4 12.8 412 9.1 3.5 25.1 2.1 .80

9 EL 18.3 15.5 107 10.2 5.6 5.8 2.3 .78

SEC 11.1 8.1 64 5.1 2.7 5.8 1.6 1.16

Nonhigh
School
Districts

7 EL 24.7 19.7 87 12.1 4.0 3 . 5 2 . 0 1.04
SEC

8 EL 27.5 23.8 189 14.6 6.5 6.9 1.7 .89

SEC 22.3 18.4 730 11.0 4.7 32.7 1.3 1.02

9 EL 20.6 18.3 100 9.7 7.8 4.9 1.3 1.12

SEC

STATE EL 26.4 22.4 238 15.9 5.7 9.0 2.7 .65

SEC 23.0 19.5 736 14.6 5.6 32.0 2.7 .58
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Section 4

TEACHER UTILIZATION

Introduction
Almost half (49.)6 percent) of the total appropriation expenditure from general funds in the school

districts was spent on teachers' salaries, and 61.9 percent was spent on certificated staff salaries. Full-time

classroom teacher's accounted for 58.4 percent of the total staff. Other certificated staff accounted for

15.9 percent, for a state-wide total of 74.3 percent of the total staff in the school districts holding

educational certificates.
This section provides information on the numbers of teachers in elementary, junior high, and senior

high schools, number of preparations per teacher, student load per class, and average experience and

education weighting factors.
It is important to point out that the 326 school districts of the state were not entirely consistent in

their interpretation of what should be entered on the "Certificated Personnel Report" (SPI Form F-75).

The data from which the statistics of this section were derived came from this report. The inconsistencies

were such that the statistical uncertainty associated with the averages obtained was much broader than

was the case for the expenditure or staffing data.
The major inconsistency was in reporting of kindergarten and special subjects in the elementary

grades, where the total teaching hours per year were occassionally applied to all the students contactedby the

teacher. This had the potential result ofdoubling the true teacher load of pupils in kindergarten, and inflation

of the teacher load for special teaching assignments,e.g. music, by a factor as large as 6. This type of

inconsistency resulted in overestimation of the averages for kindergarten wad grades 1-6. The secondary

averages were affected, in a few instances, by a similar reporting error. Apparently some data in error by a

factor of 10 were recorded. At this time only the results from unedited data are available; data taken from the

computer runs intended to determine the extent of editing required. It was determined that 54 districts were

affected by this type of gross reporting error in the data for their secondary schools.
A second inconsistency was apparent in the reporting of the hours per year allocated to a teaching

assignment (class). Most of the variability here is due to the true difference in the length of class periods in

the various schools of the state. Howeve, some of the teachers reported more total hours than the standard

1,080-hour contract, even when hours for "added-stipend" assignments were removed; and some reported

less than 1,080 hours. This leads to increased variability of the averages reported below for the secondary

grades, and does bias the averages.
The reporting of the basic data for the analysis in this section is consistent enough for comparisons

across size groups for all grade levels, but not adequate for obtaining other meaningful averages. (Other

priorities demanded that the editing task required to obtain meaningful averages be set aside.)

Conclusions
Although some gross errors in the data inflated the estimates of the teachers' loads in the classroom,

a trend of a greater load for the teachers in the smaller districts was apparent from all three indices used.

The number of full-time equivalent (FTE) teachers (at 900 contact hours per year) was larger than the

actual number of full-time teachers, the relative difference increasing as the size of district diminished.
Pupil contact hours per teacher followed the same pattern. Teachers' pupil load per class generally

followed the pattern of the pupil-teacher ratio, increasing from groups 1 thru 3, where the greatest load

was observed, then declining, with the group 9 average dropping considerably below the level in group 1.

All that can be said about the actual difference between pupil-teacher ratio and teacher's classroom load

at this time is that the state-wide difference is less than 12 pupils in the elementary grades and less than 7

in the secondary grades.
State-wide, the average number of preparations (difference subjects) which the teacher made (taught)

was 3.0 in the junior high schools and 3.3 in the senior high schools. For grades 7-9, the size group

averages varied from 2.7 in groups 2 and 3, to 4.8 in group 9. For 10-12, the range was from 2.8 in group

3 to 5.9 in group 9.
The average experience and education level of the teachers decreased with the decreasing size of

school districts. This index of the teachers' preparation was most stable across size groups for the
233
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elementary teachers. thc range being only 10 percent of thc state average which fell between the average
for the 7-9 and 10-12 grade spans. The preparation level of thc elementary teachers was highcr than that
of the other teachers in groups 7, 8, and 9. The range of thc size group averages for junior high teachers
w:Is 22 percent of the state-wide average. For the senior high tzachers the rangc of size group averages was
almost 40 percent of the state-wide average.

Summary of Results

A. Full-Time Equivalent Teachers
The total number of individual full-time teachers reported in the October 1968 School Staff Report

(SPI From F-72-S) was 30,976. When total teacher annual classroom contact hours were divided by 900
hours, (which represent 5 one-hour periods for 180 days) the resulting total full-time equivalent classroom
teachers was 32,566, a difference of 1.590 "teachers," (or an increase of 5.1 percent over the actual
number of teachers). Neither total includes teachers of the ungraded handicapped or teachers in regular or
remedial ungraded classrooms. Teachers of the ungraded handicapped added 1,038 full-time equivalents,
and the other teachers in ungraded classrooms added 513 for a grand total of 34,117 FTE teachers.

Table I gives the breakdown of the actual number of full-time teachers and certificated staff totals
(as reported on SPI Form F-72-S) by size group into elementary, secondary, and school district
assignments. The last column gives the number of FTE teachers at 900 hours per year. In Table 2, the
average annual pupil contact hours and the ratio of the average hours to 900 hours is given for classroom
teachers and certificated staff for each size goup. The number of certificated staff used here excludes
those assigned to the school district office. The pupil contact hour averages are plotted in Figure 1.

Table 1

NUMBER OF TEACHERS AND CERTIFICATED STAFF
SIZE GROUP BY ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND SCHOOL DISTRICT ASSIGNMENTS

AND TOTAL FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT TEACHERS

Size
Group

Teachers Certificated Staff Total FTE
TeachersEL SEC Total El. SEC SD Total

1 5,080 4,627 9,707 5,943 5,306 9,69 12,218 9,588

2 2,647 2,322 4,969 3,167 2,734 566 61457 5,203

3 2,813 209 502 3,292 3,121 489 4902 5839

4 280 1,886 4P66 2,535 2,205 286 526 4,331

5 1,209 924 2,133 1426 1,129 188 2743 2,327

6 770 627 11397 894 775 126 1,795 1,570

7 1,020 838 1,858 1,206 1,023 200 2429 203

8 526 454 980 648 581 72 1,301 1,136

9 276 128 404 317 176 0 493 490

State
Total 16,521 14;455 3976 19;130 17,050 2,896 39,376 32,566
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Table 2

PUPIL CONTACT HOURS PER CLASSROOM TEACHER AND
PER SCHOOL BUILDING CERTIFICATED STAFF MEMBER

Size
Group

Classroom Teacher Certificated Staff
Hours Hours/900 Hours Hours/900

1 889.0 0.99 767.1 0.85

2 942.4 1.05 793.6 0.88

3 962.1 1.07 819.4 0.91

4 935.6 1.04 822.3 0.91

5 981.9 1.09 819.7 0.91

6 1011. 6 1.12 846.8 0.94

7 1008.8 1.12 840.9 0.93

8 1p43.5 1.16 832.1 0.92

9 1,089.3 1.21 892.7 0_ 99

State
Average 943. 2 1. 05 803 . 9 0.89

The line plots of Figure I provide upper and lower bounds on the actual average pupil contact hours
per teacher for each size group. When the actual number of full-time teachers available in the size groups
was used, the upper bound on the estimate of teacher load was obtained. Note that only size group I was
below the arbitrary standard of 900 hours average pupil contact per year. The state average is 43 hours
above it, and in group 9, the average rose 189 hours per teacher above the standard. In many districts,'
certificated personnel who were not counted as full-time teachers (such as principals and health or
counseling staff members) did classroom teaching. This was particularly true in the smaller school districts.
Consequently, a lower limit on this measure of teacher load, obtained by using the total certificated staff
in the school, was deemed necessary. (This lower limit also overcompensates for the reporting error bias
discussed above). The state average for the lower limit is 140 hours (equivalent to 0.15 of an FTE teacher)
below the state average using full-time teachers. Both groups 1 and 2 are below this average. Although
both plots show a general increase with decreasing size of school district, the increase is considerably more
pronounced for the full-time teacher contact hours.

In any case, the implication is that there is an increase in teacher load with decreasing school district
size.

B. Number of Preparations Per Teacher
Consistent with the increased teacher load in the secondary schools of the smaller school districts,

the number of preparations required of these teachers was also above the state average. Table 3 gives the
average number of preparations (different subject identification codes) made by the teachers in each size
group. Since teacher hours do not enter into these calculations, they are good estimators of the true
number of preparations.

The state-wide average was 3 for the junior high grades and 3.3 for the senior high. The switch from
below to above the state average comes after group 5 for the junior high schools and after group 4 for the
senior high schools.

The junior high size group averages have a range of 2.1 preparations, from less than 3 to almost 5 per
teacher. The senior high averages have a range of 3.1, from less than 3 to almost 6 preparations per teacher.
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Figure 1
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Table 3

NUMBER OF PREPARATIONS PER TEACHER
SIZE GROUP BY SECONDARY GRADE LEVEL

Si ze Group 7-9
Grade Level

10-12

1 2 . 8 3. 2

2 2. 7 3. 1

3 2. 7 2 . 8

4 2. 8 2 . 9

5 2 . 9 3. 5

6 3. 3 3. 7

7 3. 7 4 .3

8 4. 8 5 . 4

9 4. 5 5 . 9
State

Average 3. 0 3 . 3

C. Pupil Load Per Class
The pupil-teacher ratio is often interpreted as a measure of teacher load. It does not, however, give

more than a general indication of the number of students faced by the individual teacher in the classroom.
The index of pupil load per class used below is the total student hours divided by the total teacher hours,'
for each grade group in the size group. This estimate of pupils per class is inflated by the reporting errors
described above; thus only relative trends across the size groups are to be inferred from it. Table 4 gives
these biased estimates and the pupil-teacher ratio, for comparison. The trend shown builds to the heaviest
load in group 3 or 4 for all grade spans given then, generally, decreases over the smaller districts. This is
the same pattern as the pupil-teacher ratio, except that the districts of group 1 have greater teacher loads
than do those of group 2. Editing of the data tape is required to make the teacher load index
representative of the actual number of students present in the average class.

D. Experience and Education Level of Teachers
The experience and education levels of the teachers are reduced to a single index by SPI for use in

applying the teacher weighting factor in the apportionment formula. This is the index given in Table 5 for
the various grade groups and the entire district, by size group. Line plots for the 1-6, 7-9, and 10-12 grade
groups are given in Figure 2. These averages are not subject to the gross reporting errors mentioned
previously.

The significance of the index can be gauged if one knows that the range is from -.020 (for a first-year
teacher who has not satisfied the requirements for a provisional certificate) up to 0.190 for a teacher with
at least a master's degree and 10 years experience. The 4 education levels are: substandard, provisional,
standard, and masters. An index of 0.100 would apply to the following combinations: 4 years of
experience and at least a master's degree, 5 to 6 years and a standard certificate, 6 to 7 years and a
provisional certificate, 8 years and substandard certification.
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The state-wide kindergarten average, 0.089 corresponds to the index for a teacher with a standard
certificate and 4 to 5 years experience. The minimum size group average, 0.055 in group 8 relates to a
standard certificate and 2 years' experience, the maximum .097 in group 9 to a standard certificate and 5
years.

The state-wide average for grades 1-6 is higher than for 7-9, and both are considerably less than the
senior high average of 0.116. Group 1 was higher than any other size group in all grade levels except
kindergarten. This is mainly due to Spokane, whose indices were K, 0.122; 1-6, 0.138; 7-9, 0.144; 10-12,
0.144 and SD, 0.136. Seattle had corresponding indices of: 0.111, 0.116, 0.109, 0.131 and 0.119. The
other 4 school districts in size group 1 had school district averages as follows: High line, 0.104; Bellevue,
0.105; Tacoma, 0.124; Edmonds, 0.089 (1-6 was 0.075, 7-9 was 0.076 and 10-12 was 0.116).

The line plots of Figure 2 show that senior high school teachers had the highest average index
through group 6; in the smaller districts, elementary teachers dominated. Junior high school teachers were
slightly below elementary teachers in groups 1 Zhru 3, were even with them in groups 4 and 5, then
dropped below them in groups 6 thru 9 where they also remained below the senior high school teachers.

To put these average figures in the perspective of actual years and education, the difference between
the smallest index in the 1-12 span, 0.086 (for the 7-9 teachers in group 8) and the largest index, 0.132
(for senior high teachers in group 1) was 0.046. This represents a difference of 3 years of experience or of
2 education levels. In other words, the 0.86 could represent a substandard certificate and 7 years
experience; the 0.132, a standard certificate and 7 to 8 years, or a master's and 6 years.

Table 4

TEACHER LOAD PER CLASS AND PUPIL-TEACHER RATIOS
SIZE GROUP AVERAGES BY GRADE LEVEL

Teacher Load Pupil-Teacher Ratio
Size Group 1-6 7-9 10-12 1-6 7-12

1 40.9 32.9 30.1 25.4 23.2

2 39.9 31.1 27.7 26.7 23.0

3 44.4 36.2 32.0 27.2 24.2

4 38.4 39.8 30.1 27.2 24.2

5 37.7 31.8 28.0 27.1 23.2

6 38.6 34.5 24.4 27.1 23.2

7 29.6 27.3 18.8 26.1 20.4

8 27.5 22.9 14.0 26.2 16.7

9 20.0 12.4 9.1 19.7 11.1

State

Average 39.0 33.0 27.8 26.4 23.0
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Table 5

TEACHER EXPERIENCE-EDUCATION WEIGHTING FACTORS
SIZE GROUP AVERAGES BY GRADE LEVEL

Size Group K 1-6 7-9 10-12 SD

1 .091 .110 .108 .132 .116

2 .085 .099 .095 .114 .102

3 .087 .107 .105 .115 .109

4 .096 .101 .101 .116 .106

5 .099 .099 ..099 .111 .103

6 .070 .105 .092 .100 .097

7 .095 .102 .092 .095 .095

8 .055 .104 .086 .087 .089

9 .097 .109 .088 .095 .096

State
Average . 089 . 105 . 101 . 116 . 106



Figure 2

TEACHER EXPERIENCEEDUCATION WEIGHTING FACTORS
SIZE GROUP AVERAGES BY GRADE LEVEL
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Section 5

CURRICULUM OFFERING AND STUDENT PARTICIPATION PATTERNS

Introduction
There were 348 different subjects, out of the 445 listed in "Instructions F-75 Certificated

Personnel Report," (SPI, October 1969), offered in the 1,627 schools of the state during the 1968-69
school year. (The Appendix to this section lists the total potential subject offering.) The secondary

subjects were classified into 83 course areas. Each course area was in turn placed in one of 16 curriculum

areas. The 37 elementary subjects were classified into 13 course areas and 8 curriculum areas.

This section summarizes the results of the analysis of the statistics, giving the percentage of schools in

each size group that offered a particular subject, and the percentage of students in each size group that

took each subject. (These percentages are available for each school district in the state.) The statistics are

reported for elementary schools (grades K-6) and secondary schools (7-12). The secondary schools are

further divided into junior high (7-9) and senior high (10-12).
The source data for this section were the Certificated Personnel Reports collected by SPI on each

teacher in the state. The information from these reports used in this section were the teaching assignments

of each teacher as specified by the SPI code and the number of pupils enrolled in the teaching assignment,

reported by grade. The reports were not designed to differentiate between the subject offerings of the

school districts. They are, however, the most extensive source of data for this purpose available and do

provide good differentiation at the curriculum area level and, in some Oases, at the course area level for the

secondary schools. Greater emphasis is given to the secondary schools as the differences observed there

appeared more clear cut.

Conclusions
Elementary curriculum offering showed very little differentiation among the school districts of the

state. Most of the teaching assignments were to "self-contained classrooms" (reported in 96.6 percent of

the school districts) or to "team teaching" (reported in 4.3 percent). The differences in assignments to

"additional" or "special" subjects is more indicative of staffing structure than curriculum content. Such

differentiation does, however, provide insight into the use of specially qualified personnel in the various

sizes of districts in the state. The differences observed indicated a general decline in the use of "special"

staff as the size of school district decreased.
The most pronounced differences were in the use of special assignments to library instructor, special

education and physical education. The use of music and art specialists showed least difference over size

groups. Special assignments to mathematics and reading were used relatively more often in the districts

with 1,600 to 20,000 pupils.
The secondary schools displayed wide differences in both the number of subjects offered and the

percentage of students enrolled in those subjects.
The list of 408 secondary subjects that appears in Table 4 of Appendix A at the end of this section

was reduced to 326 subjects by removing those not offered anywhere in the state. There were 219

different subject codes reported for the junior high schools and 318 for the senior high schools. Only 8

subjects were reported offered in junior high schools that were not reported for senior highs.

The number of subjects reported by individual schoo: districts for junior high school students varied

from 10 to 135; the most frequently reported number (mode) was about 25, state-wide. Districts with

more than 1,600 pupils had a mode of 35. The senior high schools offered from 13 to 206 subjects with a

state-wide mode of 45 subjects. Districts with more than 1,600 pupils had a mode of 55, those with fewer

than 1,600 pupils had a mode of 35 for the grades 10-12.
After removing from the list those subjects that were reported by fewer than 6 of the 593 junior high

schools or by 4 of the 303 senior high schools, there were 127 subjects remaining for junior high school

students and 252 for senior high. This difference of 125 subjects was made up of 57 academic subjects, 50

vocational education subjects and 18 personal development subjects.
The sums of the percentages of students enrollad in the 326 subjects offered state-wide were 637

percent for junior high and 520 percent for senior high. This means that the "average" 7-10 grader was

enrolled in 6.4 subjects over the year and the "average" 11-12 grader was enrolled in 5.2 subjects. One
241



subject may be added to each of these totals to account for home room or study hall. Junior high students
were enrolled in about 3.8 academic subjects and senior high students in 3.1.

A selection of subjects was made based on a percentage of school districts offering a particular
subject. Usually the selection criterion was that more than 50 percent of the districts in groups 1 and 2
offered the subject. In order to ensure the inclusion of a subject from the major curriculum areas, this
percentage criterion had to be relaxed and occasionally the criterion was applied to the smaller districts;
e.g., for agriculture subjects. Using these variable criteria, 47 subjects were selected for junior high schools
and 105 subjects for senior high schools. This selection represents an upper limit on the common
curriculum offering of the districts of the state for use in defining a "Basic Program of Course Offerings."
Enough detail is provided toward the end of this section and Appendix B to serve as a tool in cutting down the
curriculum offering.

Summary of Results

A. Elementary Schools
The analysis of curriculum offering in the grades K-6 revealed very little difference among the school

districts of the state. This was expected as there are few possibilities for differentiation. The basic
curriculum offerings for elementary schools are differentiated by designating the classroom as
self-contained, with or without team teaching. Particular subject offerings in the Language, Art, Music
Health, and Industrial Arts areas are recorded only if there is a special teacher assigned to the subject, or if
a regular classroom teacher teaches the subject as an additional assignment. Consequently, the differences
that do appear are more dependent upon the assignment of teachers to particular subject areas outside the
basic classroom than they are upon any real differences in the subjects offered.

There were 1,121 buildings offering the grades in the K-6 span in 1968-69. About two thirds (746) of
these reported offering kindergarten. The 72 districts which did not offer kindergarten amount to 22
percent of the 326 districts in the state. Essentially all had the basic self-contained classroom and about 4
percent employed team teaching. In the special and additional teaching assignment areas no assignment
was recorded state-wide in more than 30 percent of the elementary schools. The most frequent
assignments were to special education (28,2 percent) and to library instructor (27.2 percent). Special
mathematics teachers were reported in 16.9 percent, and 9.0 percent had special reading teachers. In
foreign language, only group 1 reported an appreciable number of buildings offering languages, with 3.9
percent offering French and 3.5 percent offering Spanish. The 3 school districts in group 1 offering
foreign languages were Seattle, High line, and Spokane. In group 2 only Renton and Shoreline reported
offering foreign language. Among all size groups, 17 school districts had special or additional assignments
to foreign languages. Only Spokane offered French; Shoreline and Renton offered German; thirteen
districts offered Spanish; and 5 offered an "other foreign language."

Only 3 districts reported assignments to industrial arts. Bremerton (in 2 of 12 schools) and Olympia
(in 1 of 9 schools), both in size group 3, and Royal (in 1 of 2 schools) in size group 7.

A summary of the percentage of buildings reporting the other special or additional subjects in each
size group is given in Table 1. The last line of the table gives the arithmetic average of the 11 percentages
in each size group as an over-all indication of the use of special and additional teaching assignments. Group
1 was exactly at the state average of 13.9 percent for this over-all measure, group 2 was 8.5 percentage
points above it, then there was a steady drc ,) over size groups until group 9 was about 10 percentage
points below the state average. T11., size group percentages for the individual subjects follow this general
pattern with only a few exceptions.

B. Secondary Schools
The schools offering grades 7-12 were split into junior high schools (grades 7-9) and senior high

schools (grades 10-12). There were 593 junior high schools and 33 senior high schools. The actual
number of buildings housing these schools was 704. There were 10 buildings with actual grade spans of
10-12 and 159 with actual grade spans of 7-9. The grade span 9-12 was reported for 143 buildings and
7-12 for 37 buildings. The number of secondary schools with no elementary enrollment was 484. Of the
220 secondary schools which had some elementary enrollment, 50 had a K-8 grade span and 109 had 1-8.
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C. Total Subjects Offered
Table 2 indicates the number of subjects reported offered (to the nearest interval of ten) by however

many districts in each size group. The total number of subjects used was the total number of district
subject codes appearing in all buildings in the district, including elementary schools and special education
buildings as well as the secondary schools. Of the total 408 SPI subject codes listed in the instructions for
filling out Form F-75, 347 were actually reported as being offered. (When generating the work tape for
this analysis there were 4,550 instances where codes were encountered that did not match any code in the
SPI list. Such "no-matches" were assigned a code of 9999, and the data associated with them carriod
under this code. There were about 0.15 no-matches per classroom teacher or an average of 2.8 per building
and 14 per school district. These no-matches were caused by either recording errors or use of local school
district codes.)

Table 2 demonstrates a definite direct relationship between size of school district and number of
subjects offered. The most frequently occurring numbers of subjects (mode) were as follows for each size
group: 1 205, 2 165, 3 125 (splitting the bimodal distribution), 4 95, 5 75, 6 75 and over all
size groups, 1 thru 6, the mode was 75 subjects. For the high school districts in groups 7-9 the modes
were: 7 65, 8 45, and 9 35 subjects. The nonhigh districts in groups 7-9 had modes of: 7 15, 8
15, 9 5.

The breakdown of the number of subjects reported for junior and senior high schools are given in
Tables 3 and 4. Both tables (naturally) follow the general trend observed for the school district total
subject offerings of Table 2.

The junior high frequencies had a state-wide mode of 25 subjects with 2 districts in group 1 (Seattle
and Spokane) offering about 135 subjects and 62 of the 75 nonhigh districts reporting less than 10. The
mode for the districts in groups 1 thru 6 was 35 subjects. For the high school districts of groups 7 thru 9
the mode was 25 and for the nonhigh districts it dropped to less than 10 subjects.

The senior high frequencies for number of subjects showed that more subjects were offered students
in grades 10-12 (as would be expected). The state-wide mode was 45 subjects. The senior high schools of
Seattle reported the most subjects, 206, followed by Spokane with 180. There were 5 high school districts
in group 9 that offered fewer than 20 subjects: 3 districts reported 17, Hart line had 14, and Lester had 13.
(Hart line had 30 secondary pupils, Lester had 10.) The districts of group 1 are uniformly distributed over
the range from 135 to 205 subjects. The mode in group 2 was 125 subjects. The other size groups had
most districts offering about the following number of subjects: 3 85, 4 65, 5 and 6 55, 7 45, 8
35, and 9 25 subjects.

These numbers of subjects were derived by counting the number of distinct SPI codes appearing in
each school district. This means that they are biased upward for many districts. Since the bias is due to
human inconsistencies, and there were more people reporting in the larger districts, the number of subjects
reported is more inflated for the larger districts. Seattle, for example, actually offered 177 of the subjects
appearing in the F-75 instructions to their 10-12 graders. The number of district codes encountered was
206, a difference of 29 subjects. This difference is the maximum likely. The effect of this bia-, would be to
compact the range of the reported number of subjects offered as given in Tables 2 through 4. It would not
appreciably change the order of the school districts on the scale of number of subjects offered. Despite
this drawback, these figures are reported since all of the "no matches" are not attributable to reporting
errors; some of them are the result of using a local subject code.

The remainder of this section deals exclusively with those subjects for which a match between the
subject code of the source date and a subject code of the F-75 instructions was made.

D. Number of Subjects by Curriculum Area
The subjects listed in the F-75 instructions were classified into 16 curriculum areas. These areas are

named in Table 5. Table 5 also indicates the total number of subjects from the F-75 list assigned to each
area (under "Total No. Subj." column), the numbers of subjects reported in at least one district
("Present") for junior and senior high school students, and the number of subjects that were offered in at
least 1 percent of the buildings in the state ("greater than or equal to 1 percent"). The 1 percent cut point
represents 5 buildings in junior high and 3 in senior high. The curriculum areas were also classified into
three curriculum types to provide a higher level for summarization. The statistics for these types appear as
the marginal totals in Table 5.

244
303



Table 2

TOTAL NUMBER OF SUBJECTS BY SIZE GROUP

No.

of Subjects

Size Group

1 2 3 4 5 6 1-6

7 8 9 7-9 7-9 State

Total
HS -NHS HS NHS HS NHS HS NHS

<10
3 57 60 60

10-19
2 6 1 1 1 9 10

20-29
1 4 5 6 4 10

30-39
4 1 13 17 1 18

40-49
1 1 7 22 1 6 35 1 38

50-59
7 7 22 16 38 45

60-69
7 7 24 7 31 39

70-79 2 14 11 27 5 5 32

80-89 5 7 l' 13
13

90-99 11 4 15
15

100-109 2 7 9
9

110-119 6 2 8
8

120-129 2 2 4
4

130-139 1 6 7
7

140-149 1 3 4
4

150-159 1 1
2

2

160-169 3 3
3

170-179 2 2
2

180-189 1
1

1

190-199 1
1

1

200-209 2 2
2

210-219

220-229 1
1

1

230-239 1
1

1

240-289 1* 1

1

* Seattle reported 289 subjects
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No.
of Subjects

Table 4

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS FOR GRADES 10-12
BY SIZE GROUP

<10

10-19
20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70-79 2

80-89 10

90-99 1 2

100-109 3 6

110-119

120-129 4

130-139 1 1

140-149 1

150-159 1

160-169

170-179 1

180-189 1

190-199

200-209 1

Size Group

4 5 6 1-6
7 8 9

7-9
State
TotalHS HS HS

5 5 5

9 17 26 26

14 31 3 48 48

2 12 14 36 10 46 60

3 12 15 30 8 8 39

11 10 21 21

10 1 13 13

4 14 14

4 4

9 9

4 4

2 2

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1
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Table 5

TOTAL NUMBER OF SUBJECTS OFFERED IN AT LEAST
ONE SCHOOL DISTRICT IN AT LEAST 1 PERCENT

OF THE DISTRICTS
(By Curriculum Area)

Curriculum Area
Total

No. Subj.

Jr. High Sr. High
Present Ll% Present 11%

Lang. Arts 24 18 15 22 17

Social Studies 30 23 16 28 26

Mathematics 40 23 13 33 29

Science 43 28 14 39 :45

Foreign Language 64 22 12 33 ?.3

Total Academic Type 201 114 70 155 127

PE and Health 16 13 8 13 9

Driver's Ed. 1 1 1 1 1

Music 20 16 13 17 16

Arts & Crafts 39 32 19 34 33

Total Personal 76 62 41 65 59

Development Type

Home Economics 24 15 9 16 15

Business 46 11 3 37 23

Trades, Tech. & Ind. 39 5 1 24 16

Distributive Ed. 2 0 0 2 2

ROTC 2 1 0 2 1

Agriculture 10 4 3 10 9

Total Vocational 123 36 16 91 66

Education Type

Total - All Subjects 400 212 127 311 252

Unclassified 8 7 7 7 7

248
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The total number of subjects reported offered was 212 for grades 7-9 and 311 for grades 10-12.
When the subjects that were reported in fewer than 6 junior high buildings or 4 senior high buildings
state-wide (less than 1 percent of the buildings) were removed, the offering in junior highs dropped to 127
and in senior highs to 252. Only the "greater than or equal to 1 percent" figures will be discussed. (Given
human error, there is the possibility of an actual subject code's having been changed by mistake to another
subject code.)

Some noteworthy points to be gleaned from Table 5 are:
1. There were almost twice as many subjects offered in grades 10-12 than in grades 7-9. (252

against 127).

2. About 40 percent of this difference (50 subjects) was accounted for in vocational-type subjects.

3. Another 45 percent (57 subjects) was accounted for in the academic type, mainly in science (21
subjects) and mathematics (16 subjects).

4. Religion is the only subject missing from the unclassified curriculum area. The other subjects in this
area are: "No appropriate code listed," study hall, special education, pre-vocational, work
experience, home or hospital instruction and, home room.

E. Percentage of Students Enrolled by Course and Subject
The sum of the state-wide enrollment percentages of students enrolled in the subjects within a

curriculum area are given in Table 6. These total percentages were calculated by adding the enrollments in
each subject within a curriculum area and dividing by the total number of students enrolled state-wide in
the grades 7-9 or 10-12. Dividing these total percentages by 100 gives a rough estimate of the number of
subjects in each area or type which the typical student took over the school year.

The state-wide percentages of students in the 212 subjects for which junior high enrollment was
reported are given in Table 7. The percentages for the 311 senior high subjects are given in Table 8. These
tables are organized using the 83 course classifications. Each line of the table gives the percentages for the
subjects offered in that course. A dash indicates that the subject was not offered in any district in the
state, a "0" that it was offered but had less than 0.0005 percent enrollment. In order to determine the
title of the course, a "dictionary" is provided in Appendix A to this section giving the correspondence
between the four-digit Battelle Northwest (BNW) subject code and the subject name. The first three digits
of the BNW code (which identify the course) are given under the column headed "CODE." The last digit
for a particular subject is obtained from the column headings in Tables 7 and 8. For example, in Table 7,
the highest percentage appearing in the "LANG. SKILLS" row, 41.9 percent, may cause some interest. To
find the subject name, use the four digit code 1124 obtained by putting the column number, 4, at the end
of the curriculum area code, 112. Referring to Appendix A, one finds the name "Language Arts"
associated with the BNW code 1124.

The following are some implications derived from Table 6.
It can be seen from the "Total Over-all Subjects" row that each junior high student was enrolled in

about 6.4 subjects, whereas the senior high student averaged about 5 subjects over the year. This
enrollment level does not differentiate between one- and two-semester subjects, nor does it include home
room and study hall which were the major contributors to the unclassified enrollment. (See Tables 7 and
8.) Including the unclassified and no-match enrollments would add about one subject to each grade group.

The heaviest concentration of enrollment was found in the academic areas where junior high
students1 were taking 3.8 subjects and senior high students 3.1. The junior high school enrollment in
mathematics subjects was twice the senior high level.

In the personal development areas, the junior high students had about double the enrollment of the
senior high students in physical education, health, and music. Each student in grades 7-9 took about 2.2
subjects of this type, and each in grades 10-12 took 1.2.

Vocational education courses attracted about one third of the junior high enrollment and three
fourths of the senior high. In grades 7-9 the greatest enrollment was in the home economics area, whereas
in grades 10-12 the heaviest concentration was in business.

1
N.B.: Remember that students are counted more than once in the numerator of these percentages, but only once in the
denominator. ,249
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The over-all picture of the junior high school student reveals that he spends about 60 percent of his
class time in academic subjects, 34 percent in personal development subjects, and about 6 percent in
vocational education subjects. The senior high student also spends about 60 percent in academic but only
25 percent in personal development and 15 percent in vocational education.

There are many problems involved in interpreting Tables 7 and 8. These are caused by the degree of
differentiation between the subjects within a course or a curriculum area. For example, subject 1 1 1 1 (with
a 51.7 percent enrollment) in the General English course of Table 7 was titled English Language Arts.
Subject 1124 in the Language Skills course was titled Language Arts. Much of the differentiation in these
tables is a result of calling the same subject by different names. A further complication arises because
subjects with different curriculum context may be called by the same name in different districts, or even
by different teachers within the same district. So unless the reader is a curriculum expert or has an unusual
curiosity about the particular subjects within courses, he is advised to note the course totals (under the
column headed "Course") and continue on.

The subjects that were classified as remedial or gifted by Doctors Ford and Kontos ("TSLSC" codes
4 arid 6, respectively, in Appenaix A) were as follows, with percentage of student participation:

Penmanship and farm mathematics have negligible enrollment (73 and 17 students state-wide). The
remedial E-iglish language arts subjects enrolled about 8,600 junior high and 4,250 senior high students.
Remedial mathematics subjects had about 5,000 students in junior high and 4,800 in senior high. The
English subjects for gifted students reported 1,500 junior high students, and 11,900 in senior high.

F. Student ParticipationSubject by Size Group
The most commonly offered subjects were selected to provide an initial determination of what might

be termed a "Basic Curriculum Offering." A uniform criterion of selection would not have provided a
selection of subjects representative of the true diversity of subject offerings. The criterion used was based
on the percentage of buildings reporting a subject. The most frequently used criterion was: at least 50
percent of the buildings in groups 1 and 2 offer the subject. Because of the multiplicity of names available
for essentially the same subject, this criterion has to be relaxed to ensure the inclusion of subjects from
each of the major courses. The subjects selected and the criteria used for selection are listed in Tables 10
and 11 for junior and senior high schools, respectively.

The percentages of students enrolled in the subjects selected were summarized to the curriculum area
level for each size group. This summary is given in Tables 12 and 13 for junior and senior high schools,
respectively.

Comparison of the "State" columns of Tables 12 and 13 with the percentages of Table 6 reveals that
the state-wide enrollment in thy selected subjects accounted for 91 percent of the Total Over-all Subjects
for junior high, and 86 percent for senior high schools. The fact that 47 of the 212 (22 percent) junior
high subjects and 105 of the 311 (34 percent) senior high subjects were included in the selection taken
with 91-percent and 86-percent participation figures indicates the relative dispersion of students in the
subjects not selected. Although more than twice as many subjects were selected for senior high students,
the total enrollment accounted for was still 5 percent below that accounted for in the junior high schools.

The trend over size groups for the junior high schools for all curriculum areas, except agriculture,
generally followed the pattern set by the "Total All Areas" percentages. These percentages showed groups
2, 3, and 4 slightly above group 1, a drop below the state average at group 5, and a considerable drop for
group 9. In group 9, only 3 times the number of individual students were reported enrolled in the
secondary subjects selected. (Conjecture for future investigation: This may be due to the K-8 structures of
many of these schools, with grades 7 and 8 handled as elementary classrooms.) Group 8 reported the
greatest percentage of students in vocational education subjects with 70 percent, and group 2 was second
with 37 percent.

In Table 13, the size group trend follows a completely different pattern which reflects the greater
diversity of subjects offered in the larger school districts. Again, for "All Areas," groups 2 and 3 were
slightly above group 1, but all 3 were below the state average. The total percentage participation increased
steadily after it passed the state average at group 4. This general trend was maintained for vocational
education subjects and academic subjects. The personal development subjects followed essentially the
same trend, crossing the state average at group 5 instead of group 4.

The major implications of these size group considerations are:

1. The curriculum offering selected is representative of the actual offering in the various size
groups, except for group 9 junior high schools.

250,
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2. The selected subjects are more representative of the total offering in the districts with less than
10,000 students than for the larger districts.

3. A basic offering of the 47 junior high subjects, subject to the constraint of 3 preparations per
teacher, would require 16 teachers. At a 25 to 1 pupil-teacher ratio, the size of the junior high
would have to be 400 students.

4. A basic offering of 105 secondary subjects would require a teaching staff of 35 and 875 pupils,
using the same constraints as in item 3.

The (Attachment) tables that follow Attachment provide the percentage participation in each size
group for each subject selected. These tables may be used to "prune" the initial selection of subjects.
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Table 6

STATE-WIDE SUMMARY OF PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
ENROLLED IN CURRICULUM AREAS-JUNIOR AND SENIOK HIGH SCHOOLS

Curriculum Area

Jr. High Sr. High
No .

Subj. Percent
No .

Subj . Percent

1. English Language Arts 18 139.7% 22 97.8%

2. So...ial Studies 23 82.6 28 92.9

3. Mathematics 23 93.1 33 47.1

4. Science 28 56.0 39 51.6

5. Foreign Language 22 8.2 33 23.1

Total Academic Type 114 379.6% 155 312.5%

6. Physical Ed. and Health 13 108.3% 13 58.1

7. Driver Education 1 0.2 1 9.9

8. Music 16 56.1 17 25.9

9. Arts and Crafts 32 54.3 34 35.9

Total Personal Development Type 62 218.9% 65 129.8%

10. Home Economics 15 28.7% 16 20.2%

11. Distributive 2 2.8

12. Business 11 8.4 37 46.8

13. Trades, Tech. and Ind. 5 0.5 24 2.6

14. Military Science 1 0.1 2 0.3

15. Agriculture 4 1.1 10 4.8

Total Vocational Education Type 36 38.8% 91 77.5%

Total Over-all Subjects 212 637.3 311 519.8

16. Unclassified 7 54.7 7 66.5

No Match 1 53.1 1 37.0

Total Number of Students 186,741 170,262
252
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Table 7

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION
JUNIOR HIGH - STATE SUMMARY

Course Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Gen'l. Eng. 111 51.7 ---- .8 .01 52.6

Lang. Skills 112 .7 .01 1.7 41.9 2.9 1.2 48.4

Reading 113 24.4 3.7 2.2 30.3

Pub. Speaking 114 3.8 .2 .1 .1 4.2

Journal 115 1.7 ---- .2 4.2

Drama 116 ---- ----
139.7

Social Studies 121 23.8 23.8

Euro-am Hist. 122 20.2 25.2 .7 .8 .01 .04 3 27.3

Other Hist. 123 3.5 1.4 ( )* ---- .6 5.9

Government 124 .6 ---- .002 2.1 .2 2.9

Economics 125 .8 .4 1.2

Geography 126 19.7 ---- 19.7

Social Science 127 .1 .03 .4 ---- .5

Current Problems 128 .7 .6 1.3

Humanities 129 ----
-TTTT

Gen'l. Math 131 40.7 25.1 .5 .1 1.4 .1 .6 68.5

Algebra 132 18.8 .4 .1 .03 19.3

Geom. & Trig. 133 .7 ---- .001 .03 ---- .7

Adv. Math 134 .1 ---- .001

Ball St. Exp. 135 .2 ---- ----

.1
,)

.,..

U. Md. Exp. 136 ---- .4 3.1 .7 .02 .02 ---- .06 4.3

Misc. Math 137 ----
93.1

Gen'l. Science 141 32.5 .2 .6 2.9 36.2

BSCS Biology 142 .1 .2 .1 .01 ---- .4

Other Biology 143 2.9 .1 .03 3.0

Animal Biology 144 .001 .03 - --- ---- .1

Chemistry 145 ---- ---- .02 ---- .1

Physics 146 .01 ---- .03 ---- .001 2.3 4.8 1.0 8.1

Other Physical 147 ---- .02 .08 .1 .2

Earth Science 148 2.4 5.3 .01 .02 .2 7.9

56.0

French 151 .24 .01 .3

German 152 1.7 .02 1.1 1.9 .2 .1 .004 .003 5.0

Latin 153 .59 ---- .41 1.4 .06 .01 2.5

Russian 154 ---- .003 ---- ---- ---- .1

Spanish 155 ---- .01 .03 .004 .01 .1

Chinese-Japan 156 ---- ---- ---- .003 .1

Italian 157 ---- ----

Norse-Swed. 158 -...... (
)* ----

Other Lanouage 159 .13 .1

Total Academic Type - 379.6% 8.2

*No subject was assigned to this number.
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Table 7-continued

Course Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Physical Ed. 211 43.9 40.4 ( )* 1.03 85.3

Health Ed. 212 50.7 8.43 7.44 20.9

Sports-Safety 213 .46 .07 ---- 2.0

Adaptive PE 214 .15 .04 ---- .79 .59 .016 ---- .1

108.3

Driver Ed. 221 .24 .2

.2

Instrumental 231 15.0 .40 2.5 .23 .48 .06 18.7

Vocal Music 232 1.2 1.05 3.5 10.3 .20 .03 ---- 12.8

Gen'l. Music 233 10.2 1.44 ---- .121 ---- ---- .081 24.6

56.1

Art 241 19.2 3.15 .38 .12 .02 .03 .12 6.84 1.15 31.0

Gen'l. Ind. Arts 242 5.2 5.3 .06 .03 .012 1.3 11.9

Graphics 243 .38 .08 .023 .5

Drawing 244
Woodworking 245 3.85 2.61 .18 .001 6.6

Metalworking 246 1.92 .87 .03 ---- 2.8

Electricity 247 .93 .22 .06 1.2

Mechanical 248 .27 .03 .004 ---- .02 .3

54.3

Total Personal Development Type - 218.9%

254 -
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Table 7-continued

Course COde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Home Living 7-8 311 10.1 .26 .51 10.9

Home Ec. - 2 Sem. 312 11.2 1.9 .43 .017 ---- 13.5

Home Ec. - I Sem. 313 1.65 2.2 .005 .018 ---- .02 .07 ---- .194 4.2

Home Ec. - Combin. 314
Gainful Home Ec. 315 .012 ---- .1

28.7

Distributive Ed. 321

Gen'l. Business 331 ----
Business Eng. 332 ---- .03 ---- .01 .1

Bus. Relations 333 ---- ---- ____

Bus. Management 334 ---- = . WO ,M,

Typewriting 335 7.7 .13 .04 ---- 7.9

Accounting 336 .004 ---- --- .02 .1

Record Keep. 337 .007 .1

Shorthand 338 .02 ---- - ---- ---- ----

Office Skills 339 ---- .004 ---- .002 ----
--8.4 7

T, T&I Unclass. 341 .27 ---- ____ .3

Aircraft 342
Data Process. 343 ---- =. .N. 411

Communications 344 ---- ----
Food Service 345 .02 .007 ---- .1

Trades 346 ---- ---- .02 ---- .02 .1

Mechanics 347
Home Ec. Commercial 348 ----
Hospital Staff 349

.5

Military Sci. 351 .03 ---- .1

.1

Agriculture 361 1.04 .02 ---- .05 ---- .01 1.1

Farm Math 362 ----

Total Vocational Education Type - 38.8%

Unclassified 000 5.9 20.9 2.2 .12 .03 .13 --171

No Match 999 293
53.1 53.1

- 255 -
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Table 8

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION
SENIOR HIGH - STATE SUMMARY

Course Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Gen'l. Eng. 111 62.5 .01 .03 5.8 1.1 .05 69.5

Lang. Skills 112 1.5 .05 .13 12.1 .09 1.8 15.7

Reading 113 .93 2.0 .86 3.8

Pub. Speaking 114 4.4 0 0 0 4.4

Journalism 115 2.5 ---- 1.8 4.3

Drama 116 .08 ---- .1

97.8

Social Studies 121 .57 .6

Euro-am Hist. 122 2.6 33.1 .16 .26 .07 .27 36.5

Other Hist. 123 18.1 .02 .07 .15 .26 .29 18.9

Government 124 .69 3.3 1.1 3.0 .14 8.2

Economics 125 2.3 .04 .10 2.4

Geography 126 .95 ---- 1.0

Social Science 127 3.6 5.2 .30 .19 9.3

Current Prob. 128 .02 16.0 16.0

Humanities 129

92.9

Gen'l. Math 131 .24 2.5 .85 .16 .25 .82 .68 5.5

Algebra 132 8.3 5.2 1.8 .17 2.8 .11 18.4

Geom. & Trig. 133 12.4 .20 1.2 4.3 .24 18.3

Adv. Math 134 2.1 .14 .33 ---- .40 3.0

Ball St. Exp. 135 ---- ---- .02 .1

U. MD. Exp. 136 ---- .23 .09 .17 .56 .36 .23 .05 1.7

Misc. Math 137 .009 .008 .014 .1

-FITT

Gen'l. Sci. 141 .89 ---- .27 .27 .32 1.8

BSCS Biology 142 6.4 6.7 2.3 .85 .49 .03 16.8

Other Biology 143 11.2 .90 .42 .22 ---- 12.7

Animal Biology 144 .43 .15 .07 ---- .02 .7

Chemistry 145 4.2 .19 4.6 .22 9.2

Physics 146 0 0 5.8 0 0 ".l 1.0 0, 0 8.9

Other Physical 147 .03 ---- .20 .25 .5

Earth Science 148 .37 .41 .16 .06 .04 1.0

17,-6-

French 151 ---- .60 .57 .14 .03 .02 1.4

German 152 ---- .09 3.7 3.6 1.6 .62 .30 11.3

Latin 153 .001 .008 4.3 3.3 1.2 .24 9.0

RusSian 154 .05 ---- .01 ---- ---- ---- .1

Spanish 155 ____ ____ ____ .38 .27 .11 ____ .02 ---- .8

Chinese-Japan 156 .04 .02 .01 .06 .07 ---- .2

Italian 157 .01 .01 ---- .1

Norse-Swed. 158 .009 .021 ---_ ---- --- .1

Other Language 159 .027 .1

23.1

Total Academic Type - 312.5%
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Table 8-continued

Course Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Physical Ed. 1211 24.4 22.4 ---- 1.0 47.8

Health Ed. 212 4.0 2.3 2.7
9.0

Sports-Safety 213 .02 .02 ---- .01 .68 .11 .08 ---- .9

Adaptive PE 214 .45
.4

58.1

Driver Ed. 221 9.9
9.9

9.9

Instrumental 231 7.4 .55 .93 .23 .19 .03 9.3

Vocal Music 232 .15 .28 1.8 9.5 .82 .14 ---- 12.7

Gen'l. Music 233 1.6 2.1 .19 ---- 3.9

25.9

Art 241 6.3 3.6 .37 .38 1.0 .08 .38 3.5 1.1 16.7

Gen'l. Ind. Arts 242 .46 .62 .12 .06 .04 .42 1.7

Graphics 243 .41 .20 .33
.9

Drawing 244 ---- ---- ---- ----
____

Woodworking 245 1.3 3.2 2.5 .23 7.2

Metalworking 246 .99 2.3 .70 .24 4.2

Electricity 247 .916 .44 .86
1.7

Mechanical 248 1.3 .72 1.2 .06 .19 3.5

35.9

Total Personal Development Type - 129.8%



Table 8-continued

Course Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Course

Home Living 7-8 311 1.3 ---- 1.3

Home E. - 2 Sem. 312 2.5 4.1 1.8 .95 ---- 9.4

Home Ec. - 1 Sem. 313 2.04 2.6 .67 .24 .17 .49 2.03 .023 1.0 9.3

Home Ec. - Combin. 314 ---- ----

Gainful Home Ec. 315 .11 .05 ---- .2

20.2

Distributive Ed. 321 .78 2.03 2.8

2.8

Gen'l. Business 331 ----
Business Eng. 332 .97 .01 .005 .02 .01 1.0

Bus. Relations 333 .02 1.85 .02 .67 2.6

Bus. Management 334 ---- .06 .001 ---- .1

Typewriting 335 19.9 4.4 .07 .08 24.4

Accounting 336 6.4 .38 .015 ---- ---- .013 ---- .002 1.1 7.9

Record Keep. 337 .65 .6

Shorthand 338 4.4 .65 .19 .2 .01 .01 ---- ---- 5.5

Office Skills 339 .005 2.1 .03 .91 .22 1.04 .38 .02 .04 4.7

46.8

T, T&I Unclass. 341 .36 .004 ---- .06 ---- .4

Aircraft 342 ---- .03 .01 .13 .01 .04 .05 ---- .3

Data Process. 343 .15 .05 .2

Communications 344 ---- .03 .1

Food Service 345 .07 ---- ---- .1

Trades 346 .07 .29 .12 .08 .11 .7

Mechanics 347 .47 .06 ---- .05 .01 .6

Home Ec. Commercial 348 ---- .01 ---- .1

Hospital Staff 349 ---- ---- ---- ---- .01 ---- .1

2.6

Military Sci. 351 .30 .04 .3

.3

Agriculture 361 .42 1.3 1.1 .73 .16 .07 .77 .15 .13 4.8

Farm Math 362 .01

Total Vocational Education Type 77.5%

Unclassified 000 4.8 35.7 1.6 1.0 .42 .10 ---- 22.9 66.5

No Match 999 37.0



Table 9

"REMEDIAL" AND "GIFTED" SUBJECTS

Subject
Percent

Participation
Code English Language Arts

1112 Remedial Language Arts

1121 Remedial Language Arts, Including Speech

1123 Study Skills

1133 Remedial Reading

TotalRemedialEnglish

1114 Honors English

1115 Advanced English, College Level

1116 Advanced English, CEEB

Total Hours

Mathematics

1313 Refresher Arithmetic

1314 Shop Arithmetic

1315 Remedial Mathematics

1316 Consumer Mathematics

1317 Experimental Mathematics for Slow
Learners

Total Mathematics

Business

3322 Penmanship and Spelling

Agriculture

3621 Farm Mathematics
- 259 -

31u

Jr. High Sr. Fligh

None .01

0.7 1.5

1.7 .1

2.2 .9

4.6 2.5

0.8 5.8

.01 1.1

None .1

.8 7.0

0.5 .85

0.1 .16

1.4 .25

.1 .82

.6 .68

2.7 2.8

.03 .01

None .01



Table 10

CRITERIA FOR SUBJECTS SELECTED AS "COMMON"
JUNIOR HIGH (GRADES 7-9)

Subject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

or 2

II

II

SI

English Language Arts

1111

1124

1131

1132

11 33

1141

1151

50% in groups

"

II

1

English Language
Arts

Language Arts

Reading

Reading - Develop-
mental

Reading - Remedial

Beginning Speech

Journalism - Beginning

Total English Language Arts 7 subjects

Social Studies

Social Studies 1211 50% in groups 1 or 2

Wash. or N.W. History 1221 "

U.S. History 1222

World Geography 1261

Total Social Studies 4 subjects

Mathematics

Arithmetic 1311 50% in groups 1 or 2

General Math 1312

Algebra 1321
ii

Plane Geometry 1331 45%

Total Mathematics 4 subjects
260

Percent
State-wide

Participation

51.7%

41.9

24.4

3.7

2.2

3.8

1.7

129.4%

23.8%

20.2

25.2

19.7

88.9%

40.7%

25.1

18.8

.7

85.3%



Table 10continued

Percent Percent
Offering State-wide

Subject Code Criterion Participation

Science

Gene,-al Science 1411 50% in groups 1 or 2 32.5%

Introduction to
Physical Science 1467 25% 4.8

Earth Science Cur.
Project 1481 50% 2.4

Earth Science 1482 5.3

Totd1 Science 4 subjects 45.0%

Foreign Lan_guage

German, Grade 7 1521 25% in grour* 1 or 2 1.7%

German, Grade 8 1523
II 1.1

German (1st year)
9-12 1524 1.9

Latin (1st year)
9-12 1534

1 1.4

Total Foreign Language 4 subjects 6.1%

Physical and Health Education

Physical Ed., Boys 2111 50% in groups 1 or 2 43.9%

Physical Ed., Girls 2112
H 40.4

Health Ed.,Boys and
Girls 2121 20% 5.1

Health Ed., Boys 2122
1 8.4

Health Ed., Girls 2123 7.4

Total Physical and Health Education 5 subjects 105.2%

Music

Band 2311 50% in groups 1 or 2 15.0%

Orchestra 2313
I, I, i, 2.5

Boys' Chorus 2322 30% 1.1

Girls' Chorus 2323
I, 3.5

Mixed Chorus 2324
I, 10.3

General Music 2331 50%
,, .1 10.3

Total Music 6 subjects 42.7%
261



Table 10continued

Subject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Arts and Crafts

2411 40% in groups 1 or 2 19.2%Art General, Intro.

Art General, Adv. 2412 3.2

Art-Crafts, Intro. 2418 6.8

Gen. Ind. Arts
(3 areas or less) 2421 25% 5.2

Gen. Ind. Arts
(4 areas or more) 2422 5.3

Intro. Woodworking 2451 3.9
General Woodworking 2452 2.6

Intro. Metalworking 2461 1.9
Total Arts and Crafts 8 subjects 48.1 %

Home Economics

Home Living, Girls 3111 50% in groups 1 or 2 10.1%

First Year Gen. Econ. 3121 11.2

Textile and Clothing 3132 20% 11

2.2

Total Home Economics 3 subjects 23.5%

Business

Typewriting, (first
year) 3351 50% in groups 1 or 2 7.7%

Agriculture

Agricultural,
Science I 3611 20% in groups 7, 8, or 9 1.0%



Table 11

CRITERIA FOR SUBJECTS SELECTED AS "COMMON"
HIGH SCHOOL (GRADES 10-12)

Sub 'ect Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Engl ish Language Arts
Engl i sh Language
Arts 1111 50% in groups 1 or 2 62.5 %

Honors , Enriched,
etc. , Engl ish 1114 1, n 5.8

Remedial Lang. Arts 1121 25% n 1.5

Language Arts 1124 n n 12.1

Library Science 1126 n 1, 1.8

Reading 1131 n n n . 9

Readi ng - Develop-
mental 1132 n 2.0

Beginning Speech 1141 50% 4.7

Debate 1143 .8

Journalism - Beginning 1151 II 2.5

Publ i cations 1153 n 1.8

Total Language Arts 11 subjects 96.4 %

Soci al Studies
Wash. or N.W. Hi story 1221 50% in proups 1 or 2 2.6 %

U.S. Hi story 1222 1, n n 33.1

Worl d Hi story 1231 II It II 18.1

Economi cs 1251 25%
.1 2.3

Worl d Geography 1261 40% in groups 7, 8, or 9 1.0

Sociology 1271 50% i n groups 1 or 'G 3.6

Psychol ogy 1272 11 n n 5..
Contemporary Problems 1282 15.9

Total Social Studies 8 subjects 81.8 %
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Table 1 1 continued

Subject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Mathematics

General Math 1312 25% in groups 1 or 2 2.5%

Refresher Arithmetic 1313 "
H H .9

Algebra 1321 40% H H 8.3

i",lgebra 3 1322 H 5.2

Algebra 4 1323 H 1.8

Integ. Algebra and
Trig. 1325 2.8

Plane Geometry 1331 12.5

Trigonometry 1333 1.2

Integ. Plane and
Solid Geometry 1334 4.3

Advanced or Higher
Mathematics 1341

II 2.1

Calculus 1343 H .3

Total Mathematics 11 subjects 41.9%

Science

Biol. Science Cur.,
Green 1421 40% in groups 1 or 2 6.4%

Biol. Science Cur.,
Yellow 1422

H 6.7

Biology, Intro. 1431
H 11.2

Biology Advanced 1432
H 9

Chemistry, Chem. Ed.
Mat. 1451 50% 4.2

Chemistry, Intro. 1453 4.6

Physics 1461 25% H 2.0

Physics, Intro. 1463 1.7

Physical Science 1466 H 1.5

Total Science 9 subjects 39.2%
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Table 11 continued

Subject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

or 2

11

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Foreigh Language

1514

1515

1524

1525

1526

1527

1534

1535

1536

1537

1554

1555

40% in groups

50%

40%

30%

1 .6 %

.6

3.7

3.6

1.5

.6

4.3

3.3

1.2

.2

.4

.3

French (first year)

French (second year)

German (first year)

German (second year`

German (third yeac)

German (fourth year)

Latin (first year)

Latin (second year)

Latin (third year)

Latin (fourth year)

Spanish (first year)

Spanish (second year)

Total Foreign Language 12 subjects

Physical and Health Education

Physical Ed., Boys 2111 50% in groups 1 or 2

Physical Ed., Girls 2112
II If II

Health Ed., Boys and
Girls 2121

Health Ed., Boys 2122
If

Health Ed., Girls 2123
ii

Total Physical and Health Education 5 subjects

Music

Band 2311 50% in groups 1 or 2

Orchestra 2313

Girls Chorus 2323

Mixed Chorus 2324

Ensembles 2325

Music Survey or
Appreciation 2332 20%

Music Theory or
Harmony 2333

'Total Music 7 subjects
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20.3%

24.4%

22.5

4.0

2.3

2.7

55.9%

7.4%
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1.8
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Table 11continued

Subject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Arts and Crafts

Art General, Introd. 2411 50% in groups 1 or 2 6.3 %

Art General, Adv. 2412 3.6

Commercial Arts 2415 1.0

Arts-Crafts, Introd. 2418 3.5

General (3 areas
or less)

2421 20% in groups 7, 8 or 9 .5

General (4 areas
or more)

2422 " . 6

General Woodworking 2452 50% in groups 1 or 2 3.2

Advanced Woodworking 2453 2.4

General Metalworking 2462 40% 2.3

Advanced Metalworking 2463 .7

Electricity 2471 .9

Electronics 2473 .9

Total Arts and Crafts 12 subjects 25.9 %

Home Economics

Home Living, Girls 3111 30% in groups 1 or 2 1.3%

First-Year Gen. Home 3121 2.5

Econ.
Second-Year Gen. 3122 4.1

Home Econ.
Third-Year Gen. 3123 " 11 1.8

Home Econ.

Nutrition & Food 3131 50% 2.0

Textile and Clothing 3132 2.6
Personal ..r.(1 Family 3137 2.0

Riqatio;Vi

Total Home Economics 7 subjects 16.3%
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Table 11continued

Seibject Code

Percent
Offering
Criterion

Percent
State-wide

Participation

Business

Business English 3321 50% in groups 1 or 2 1.0%

dusiness Law 3332 " " " 1.9

Typewriting, (first
yam)

3351 " ,, is 19.9

Typwriting. (second
year)

3352 "
" sip 4.4

Bookkeeping and Acc.,
(first year)

3361 30% "
is 6.4

Bookkeeping and Acc.,
(second year)

3362 "
.. S. .4

Business Mathematics 3369 .. .. .. 1.1

Record Keeping 3371 40%
" .. .7

Sto-4rthir4. aim year, 338. 301.
.. 4,4

Shorthand. (second
mit)

3382 " " .6

Office Machines 3392 .. " 2.1

Secretarial Office 3394
" .9

Proced4res

Clerical Office 3396 IS Oa
1 0

Procedures

Total CuS 1 neS s 13 subjects 44.8 %

Agriculture
Agric. Science : 3611 20% for State .4

Agrlc. Science 11 3612 1. 3

Agric, Science 111 3613
0. 1. 1

Agric. 1,,;ienre IV 3614 .7

ram Mech. andior 3617 .8
Shop

Total Agri cu ture I subjects 4. 3%
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Section 5

Appendix A

CLASSIFICATIONS OF SUBJECTS



CLASSIFICATIONS OF SUBJECTS

The instructiuns for filling out SPI Form F-75, Certificated Personnel Report, issued by SPI in
October 1969, contain listings of subject codes and corresponding subject names for teaching assignments.
The elementary codes are given on page 8 and page 11. The secondary codes are given on pages 16 through

26.
Two coding structures have been added to the codes provided by SPI. The first, developed by Dr.

Paul Ford and Dr. George Kontos, classifies 400 secondary subjects into 8 categories based on the major
objective of the subject. The categories and their definitions are as follows.

Categories
I. Academic Curriculum Offerings
2. Personal Development Curriculum Offerings
3. Occupational Curriculum Offerings
Special Education Curriculum Offerings:
4. Remedial
5. Handicapped
6. Gifted
7. Curriculum Offerings for the Culturally Different
8. Other

Definitions

Academic Curriculum Offerings
This category includes all subjects which are commonly ccnsidered to be required for college

entrance; e.g., English, Math, Foreign Language, Fine Arts, Science, and Social Science.

Occupational Curriculum Offerings
Includes all subjects whose major objective is to provide skills necessary for a specific career.

Personal Development Curriculum Offerings
Includes all subjects whose major objective is providing knowledge and skills useful for leisure-time

activity and/or acquainting students with a general career choice.

Special Education Curriculum Offerings
Includes all subjects specifically designed to meet the unique needs for students unable to perform

adequately through regular programs of instruction.

Culturally-Different Curriculum Offerings
Includes all subjects that may be designed to meet the needs of students belonging to or wishing to

know more about a minority culture.

Other
Those courses whose classification does not fit a category or, depending upon the judgment of the

user, may fit more than one category not included in the above definitions.
The second structure, developed by Dr. James Johnston, of Battelle-Northwest (BNW), uses a 4-digit

code to classify the 408 secondary subjects into 3 "curriculum types" (first digit), 16 "curriculum areas"
(second digit), and 83 "courses." The 37 elementary subjects were classified into 7 curriculum areas and

12 courses. fhe last digit is used to identify the subject within a course. The 3 curriculum type codes
generally correspond to the first three categories of the first structure. (The implicit differentiation of
categories based on regular or srecial types of students of the first coding structure is not considered in

the 4-digit code).
Table 1 gives the structure of the code for the elementary subjects and Table 2, for the secondary

subjects. Tables 3 and 4 give the "dictionary" relating the various codes. The column headed "TSLSC" in

'Fable 4 gives the one-digit codes assigned by Drs. F rd and Kontos.
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Table I

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS IN EACH ELEMENTARY COURSE CLASSIFICATION

Curriculum Area

1. Basic

2. Language

Number of Subjects
Number of Ntunberof Per Course
Subjects Counes 1 2

11 2 9 2

8 2 4 4

3. Art 2 2 1 1

4. Music 4 2 1 3

5. Health 3 2 1 2

6. Industrial Art 2 2 1 1

7. Other 7 1 7

Total 37 12

1-2: Academic (First digit of code is 5)

3-6: Personal Development (First digit of code is 6)

7: Other (First digit of code is 7)



Table 2

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS IN EACH SECONDARY COURSE CLASSIFICATION

Number of Number of
Number of Subjects

Per Course

Curri cul um Area Subjects Courses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.
1. Eng] ish Language Arts 24 6 6 6 3 4 3 2

2. Soci al Studies 30 9 1 6 6 5 3 2 4 2 I

3. Mathemati cs 40 7 7 6 5 5 5 9 3

4. Sci ence 43 8 5 6 5 5 4 9 4 5

5. Forei gn Language 64 9 9 9 7 9 9 8 4 8 1

6. Physical and I-14mtlial lEd. 16 4 3 3 9 1

7. Driver's Ed. 4901 1 1 1

8. Music 20 3 6 7 7

9. Arts and Crafts 39 8 9 6 3 5 4 4 3 5

10. Home Economi cs 24 5 3 5 9 1 6

11. Business 46 9 1 5 4 4 4 9 1 9 9

12. Trades, Technical and Industrial 39 9 5 8 2 2 3 5 5 3 6

13. Di stributi ve 2 1 2

14. Mi 1 i tary Sci ence 2 1 2

15. Agri cul ture 10 2 9 1

Total s 400 82

16. Unclassified 8 1 8

1-5: Academi c (Fi rst di gi t of code i s 1) 201 Subjects , 39 Courses .

6-9: Perscnal Development (Fi rst di gi t is 2) 76 Subjects , 16 Courses .

10-15: Occupati onal (Fi rst di gi t i s 3) 123 Subjects , 27 Courses.
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Table 3

ELEMENTARY SUBJECT CODE LIST

BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

BASIC CLASSROOM

110
* 5111

5112(
113

BASIC CURRICULUM AREA

ELOO
EL01
ELO2
EL03

Kindergarten
First
Second
Third

5114 EL04 Fourth
5115 EL05 Fifth

5116 EL06 Sixth
5117 EL07 Seventh
5118 EL08 Eighth

SPECIAL

5131 EL29 Mathematics
5132 EL34 Reading

LANGUAGE CURRICULUM AREA

LANGUAGE ADDITIONAL

5221 EL14 French
5222 EL15 German
5223 EL16 Spanish
5224 EL17 Other Foreign Languages
5231 EL21 French

LANGUAGE SPECIAL

5232 EL22 German
5233 EL35 Spanish
5234 EL38 Other Foreign Languages

ART CURRICULUM AREA

ART ADDITIONAL

6121 ELIO Art

* Very few school districts used the EL01-EL08 codes in 1968-69. These

codes are more appropriately defined as: EL01 (5111) "Self Contained

Classroom" and EL02 (5112) "Team Teaching," to correspond with page 7 of

the F-75 instructions.
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Table 3continued
BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

ART SPECIAL

6131 EL20 Art

MUSIC CURRICULUM AREA

MUSIC ADDITIONAL

6221 EL13 Music

MUSIC SPECIAL

6231 EL30 Music, General

6232 EL31 Music, Instrumental

6233 EL32 Music, Vocal

HEALTH CURRICULUM AREA

HEALTH ADDITIONAL

6321 EL18 Health Instruction

HEALTH SPECIAL

6331 EL24 Health Instruction
6332 EL33 Physical Education

INDUSTRIAL ARTS :URRICULUM AREA

INDUSTRIAL ARTS ADDITIONAL

6421 EL19 Industrial Arts, K-6

INDUSTRIAL ARTS SPECIAL

6431 EL27 Industrial Arts, K-6

OTHER

OTHER SPECIAL

7111 EL23 Head Start - Nursery

7112 EL25 Helping Teacher

7113 EL26 Home Tutor
7114 EL28 Library Instructor
7115 EL36 Special Education

7116 EL37 Television Teaching

7117 EL39 Other
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Table 4

SECONDARY SUBJECT CODE LIST

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

GENERAL ENGLISH

LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUM AREA

1 1111 0401 Language Arts
4 1112 0402 Remedial English
1 1113 0405 English as a Second Language
6 1114 0410 Honors English
6 1115 0412 College English
6 1116 0413 CEEB Ehglish

LANGUAGE SKILLS

4 1121 0599 Remedial English
1 1122 0515 English as a Second Language
1 1123 0522 Study Skills
1 1124 )525 Language Arts
1 1125 0530 Spelling
1 1126 0540 Library Science

READING

1 1131 0601 Reading
1 1132 0614 Reading-Development
4 1133 0615 Reading-Remedial

PUBLIC SPEAKING

1 1141 0802 Beginninl Speech
1 1142 0803 Advanced Speech
1 1143 0811 Debate
3 1144 0815 Radio-TV

JOURNALISM

1 1151 1001 Journalism - Beginning
1 1152 1002 Journalism - Advanced
8 1153 1020 Publications

DRAMATICS AND STAGECRAFT

8 1161 1201 Drama

8 1162 1205 Stagecraft
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Table 4continued

TS LS C BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

1

SOCIAL STUDIES CURRI CULUM AREA

Soci al Studi es

HISTORY

SOCIAL STUDIES

1211 1409

EUROPEAN-AMERICAN

1 1221 1 401 Northwest Hi story

1 1222 1402 Uni ted States Hi story

1 1223 1 404 European Hi story

1 1224 1 407 North kneri can Hi story

7 1 225 1408 South Ameri can Hi story

7 1226 1411 Russi an Hi story

OTHER HISTORY

1 1231 1403 Worl d Hi story

7 1 232 1405 Asi an Hi story

7 1 234 1406 Afri can Hi story

1 1235 1 41 0 Anci ent t:i story

7 1236 1 41 3 Negro Hi story

1 1237 1 414 Far East Hi s tory

GOVERNMENT

1 1241 1 703 State and Local Government
1 1242 1 709 National Government
3 1243 1 710 International Affai rs

1 1244 1 711 Ci vi cs

1 1245 1 71 2 Comparati ve Government

ECONOMICS

1 1251 1 801 Economi cs

1

1

1252
1253

1 805

1 806

Economi c Geography
Consumer Economi cs

GEOGRAPHY

1 1261 1902 Worl d Geography

1 1262 1 91 5 North Ameri can Geography

SOCIAL SCIENCES

1 1271 21 01 Soci ol ogy

1 1272 2121 Psychol ogy
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Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

SOCIAL SCIENCESContinued

1 1273 2123 Anthropology
1 1274 2125 Philosophy

CURRENT PROBLEMS

2 1281 1412 Vocations
1 1282 2401 Contemporary Problems

HUMANITIES

1 1291 2601 Humanities

MATHEMATICS CURRICULUM AREA

GENERAL MATHEMATICS

1 1311 2801 Arithmetic
1 1312 2803 General Math
4 1313 2805 Refresher Arithmetic
4 1314 2806 Shop Arithmetic
4 1315 2807 Remedial Math
4 1316 2808 Consumer Mathematics
4 1317 2809 Experimental Math Courses for

Slow Learners

ALGEBRA

1 1321 2901 Algebra
1 1322 2904 Algebra 3, 3rd Semester
1 1323 2905 Algebra 4, 4th Semester
1 1324 2906 Algebra 5, 5th Semester
1 1325 2907 Integrated Algebra and Trigonometry
1 1326 2908 Integrated Algebra and Geometry

GEOMETRY AND TRIGONOMETRY

1 1331 3001 Plane Geometry
1 1332 3002 Solid Geometry
1 1333 3003 Trigonometry
1 1 334 3004 Integrated Plane and Solid Geo metry
1 1335 3005 Solid Geometry and Trigonometry
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Table 4continued

TSLSC BNY 1-75 SUBJECT TITLE

SCIENCF CURRICULU:1 AREA

C;P:ERAL SCIENCE

1 141' 3301 General Science
1 14L 3302 I.S.C.S. - Internediate Science Curriculum Study
1 1413 3304 Aerospace Science (if.cluding Avidtion Science)
1 1414 3306 Introduction to Secondary Science
1 141r. 330P Other Science

LICLOSICAL SC:ENCES

1 1447! 341C PSCS - Liological Scietices Curriculum Study,
1..reen version

1 14Z: 3411 PCS - Pi31odica1 Sciences Curriculur Study,
Yellow Vcrsion

- SCiEnCeS Currtcuzsn Stuey,
Blue Version

1 4.4 3413 V.CS - Biological Sciences Curriculum Study,
Special I:aterials

1 14.:S 3414 bSCS - Biologica1 Scionces Curriculum Study.
,.e.ccnel Course

341 - Latioratory Clocks

1 14.11 1420 t.:c.)logy, Introductory (other than BSCS)
1 143.: 142S L101ogy. Advanced, second year (other tnan BSCS)
1 1433 1410 botany
, 1434 y431 Forestry
1 !43. 143. PhyscOosy, Plant

B1OL0.0

1 1441 L.J.-4J 70-010gy
1 144:2 .".441 Physiology. Animal
1 1443 144S PIVsiciogy. Plant ofte Anir41
1 1444 14S3 64ctenio1ogy
1 144'; 34SS Anatovvy

1 !441 liAt° tscoltistry, 041.0 Cheelcal Edseation
Raterial !..tud-ty

1 141: 11,11 Cheelstry. CASA - Cheeical bond AP0 ro401

31= Cltokritaasif treed LP et ailf tOghOr Mon CHEM
ShAdy. *Iva OCA

144.94 It11 thenistry. Advohced isecond yer)



Table 4continued

TSLSC SUBJECT TITLE

PHYSICS

1 140 352C iiysics, PSSC - Physical Science Study
Committee

1 1462 3521 Physics, Harvard Project
1 1463 3522 Physics, Introductory (0t7er than PSSC

ts Harvard)
1 1464 3523 Physics, Advanced (seconL yedr)
1 1465 3528 Physics - Chemistry, Comb ned
1 1466 3530 Physical Science

1467 3531 IPS - Introductory Physical Science
1468 3532 IME Interaction of Matter and Energy

1 1469 3533 Q.P.S. - Quantitative Physical Science

OTHER PHYSICAL SCIENCES

1 1471 3534 ECCP - Engineering Concepts Curriculum Project
1 1472 3535 SSSP - Secondary School Science Project (Princeton

1473 3590 Electronics
1 1474 3595 Photography

;:.A.1,/7ri SCIENCE

1 1481 361U ESCP - Earth Science Curriculum Project
1 1482 361' Earth Science (other than ESCP)
1 1483 3613 Geology
1 1484 3620 Astronomy
1 1485 3630 Oceanography

F(ALIGN LANGUAGL CuRRICULUM AREA

FRENCH

1 1511 3705 French, Grade 7
1 li)2 3710 French, Grade 8
1 1513 3720 Frencn, Grade 9 Continuing from Grade 7

and/or Grade 8
1 1514 3730 French (First Year) Grad's 9-12
1 1515 3740 French (Second Year)

1516 3760 French (Third Year)
1 1517 3760 French (Fourth Year)
1 ISIS 3770 French (Fifth Year)

1519 3780 FrtnCh (Sixth Year)
:113



Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

GERMAN

1 1521 3805 German, Grade 7
1 1522 3810 German, Grade 8
1 1523 3820 German, Grade 9 Continuing from Grade 7

and/or Grade 8
1 1524 3830 German (First Year) Grades 9-12
1 1525 3840 German (Second Year)
1 1526 3850 German (Third Year)
1 1527 3860 German (Fourth Year)
1 1528 3870 German (Fifth Year)
1 1529 3880 German (Sixth Year)

LATIN

1 1531 3905 Latin, Grade 7
1 1532 3910 Latin, Grade 8
1 1533 3920 Latin, Grade 9 Continuing from Grade 7

and/nr Grade 8
1 1534 3930 Latin (First Year) Grades 9-12
1 1535 3940 Latin (Second Year)
1 1536 3950 Latin (Third Year)
1 1537 3960 Latin (Fourth Year)

RUSSIAN

1 1541 4005 Russian, Grade 7
1 1542 4010 Russian, Grade 8
1 1543 4020 Russian, Grade 9 Continuing from Grade 7

and/or Grade 8
1 1544 4030 Rusian (First Year) Grades 9-12
1 1545 4040 Russian (Second Year)

1546 4050 Russian (Third Year)
1547 406U Russian (Fourtn Year)

1 1548 4070 Russian (Fifth Year)
1 1549 4080 Russian (Sixth Year)

SPANISIt

1 ISSI 41US Spanish, Grade 7
1 1SS 4110 Spanisn, Grade 8
1 15S3 4120 Spanish, Grade 9 Continuing from Grade 7

and/or Grade
1 iS5,4 413J Spanish (First Year) Grades 9-12
1 1St,11 4140 Spanish (Second Year)
1 ISSe, 41Su Spanish (Third Year)
1 17 4166 Spanish (Fourtn Year;
1 1SS6 4170 Spanish (rifth Yedr)
1 1SS9 4)60 Spanish (Stath Yedr.

'1 A



Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUbJECT TITLE

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

CHINESE -

1561
1562
1563
1564
1565
1566
1567
1568

JAPANESE

4401 Chinese (First Year) Grades 9-12

4402 Chinese (Second Year)
4403 Chinese (Third Year)
4404 Chinese (Fourth Year)
4421 Japanese (First Year) Grades 9-12

4422 Japanese (Second Year)
4423 Japanese (Third Year)
4424 Japanese (Fourth Year)

ITALIAN

1 1571 4411 Italian (First. Year) Grades 9-12

1 1572 4412 Italian (Second Year)

1 1573 4413 Italian (Third Year)

1 1574 4414 Italian (Fourth Year)

NORSE - SWEDISH

1 1581 1431 Norse (First Year) Grades 9-12

1 1582 4432 Norse (Second Year)

1 1583 4433 Norte (Third Yeer)

1 1584 P434 Norse (Fourth Year)

1 1585 4441 Swedish (First Year) Grades 9-12

1 1586 4442 Swedish (Second Year)

1 1587 4443 Swedish (Third Year)

1 1589 4444 SwedisN (Fourth Year)

OTHER FOREIGN LANGUAGE

1 1591 4490 Other Foreign Language

P4Y5ICA1. A30 AEALTH EDUCATION CURR!COLHM AREA

PHYSICAL EDUCATION

2 2111 4501 Physical Education. doys
2112 4502 Physical Education. Girls

2 2114 4515 Physical Education. Boys and Girls

HEALPi (b0CATION

2121 4701 Health Education, Bo); and Giris

Z12i 4702 Health Educaton. boys
2123 4703 Health Education, 01-ls



Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

SPORTS - SAFETY

2 2131 5018 Intramural Athletics, Boys
2 2132 5020 Intramural Athletics, Girls
2 2133 5023 Outdoor Education
2 2134 5024 Outdoor Recreation Including Camping,

Hiking, etc.
2 2135 5025 Winter Sports
2 2136 5026 Aquatics
2 2137 5027 Medical Self Help and/or First Aid
2 2138 5028 Safety Education
2 2139 5029 Lifetime Sports (Bowling, Archery, Golf, etc.)

ADAPTIVE PHYSICAL EDUCATION

2 2141 5007 Adaptive Physical Education

DRIVER EDUCATION CURRICULUM AREA

DRIVER EDUCATION

2 2211 4901 Driver Education, State Approved Program

MUSIC CURR..0!_A PKEA

INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC

2 2311 5151 Band
2 2312 5152 Stage Band
2 2313 5153 Orcnestra
2 2314 5154 Ensembles
2 2315 5155 Sectional Instrumental Instruction
2 2316 5156 Individual Instrumental Instruction

VOCAL MUSIC

2 2321 5351 Classroom Music - Vocal
2 2322 5352 Boys Chorus
2 2323 5353 Girls Chorus
2 2324 5354 Mixed Chorus or Choir
2 2325 5355 Ensembles
2 2326 5356 Voice Class
2 2327 5357 Individual Vc'ce Instruction

'214t



Table 4continued

TSLSC

GENERAL.

BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

1

1

2
2

2

2

2

2331
2332
2333
2334
2335
2336
2337

MUSIC

5651 General Music
5652 Music Survey or Appreciation
5653 Music Theory or Harmony
5654 Orchestration
5655 Arranging
5656 Conducting
5657 Class Piano

ARTS AND CRAFTS CURRICULUM AREA

ART

1 2411 5750 Art General, Introductory
1 2412 5760 Art General, Advanced
1 2413 5770 Art History and/or Appreciation
3 2414 5850 Graphic Arts
3 2415 5860 Coninercial Arts
2 2416 5870 Print Making
2 2417 5880 Photography and/or Film Making
2 2418 5950 Art - Crafts, Introductory
2 2419 5960 Art - Cracts, Advanced

GENERAL INDUSTRIAL ARTS

1 2421 6251 General - Limited 3 Areas or Less
2 2422 6252 General - 4 Areas or More
2 2423 6253 General - Girls
4 2424 6254 Applied Shop Mathematics
4 2425 6255 Applied Shop Science
2 2426 6256 Industrial Crafts (For Others See Art Listing)

GRAPHIC

3 2431 6351 Graphic Arts
3 2432 6352 Printing
2 2433 6353 Photography

DRAWING

2 2441 6451 IntroductoryftTechnical Drawing
3 2442 6452 Technical Drawing
3 2443 6453 Advanced Technical Drawing
3 2444 6454 Architectural Drawing
3 2445 6455 Specialized Drawing
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Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

2
3

3
3

WOODWORKING

2451 6551
2452 6552
2453 6553
2454 6554

Introductory Woodworking
General Woodworking
Advanced Woodworking
Specialized Woodworking

METALWORKING

2 2461 6651 Introductory Metalworking
3 2462 6652 General Metalworking
3 2463 6653 Advanced Metalworking
3 2464 6654 Specialized Metalworking

ELECTRICIT1

3 2471 6751 Electricity
3 2472 6!52 Electricity and Electronics
3 2473 6753 Electronics

MECHANICAL

3 24F1 6851 Power Mechanics
3 2482 685? Gas Engines
3 ?483 6853 Auto Mechanics
3 2484 6854 Specialized Auto Mechanics
2 2485 6855 Home Mechanics

HOME ECONOMICS CURRICULUM AREA

HOME LIVING

2 3111 6901 Home Living, Girls Only, Grades 7 and 8
2 3112 6902 Home Living, Bo)s Only, Grades 7 and 8
2 3113 US03 Home Living, Boys and Girls, Grades 7 and 8

HOME ECONOMICS YEAR COURSES

2 3121 1001 First Year General Home Economics
2 3122 7011 Second Year General Home Economics
2 3123 7021 Third Year General Home Economics
2 3124 7031 Fourth Year General Home Economics
5 3125 7041 Home Economics, Special Education



Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

HOME ECONOMICS SEMESTER COURSES

2 3131 7101
2 3132 7111
2 3133 7121
2 3134 7131
2 3135 7141
2 3136 7151

3137 7161
2- 3138 7171
2 3139 7181

Nutrition and Food
Textile and Clothing
Child Development
Personal and Family
Management
Housina
Personal and Family
Family Health
Boys' Homemaking

HOME ECONOMICS COMBINATION

2 3141 7189 Combination of Above

GAINFUL HOME ECONOMICS

3 3151 7191
3 3152 7192
3 3153 7193
3 3154 7194
3 3155 7195
3 3156 7196

Money Management

Relationships

Areas

Care and Guidance of Children
Clothing Management, Production and Service
Food Management, Production and Service
Institutional and Home Management
Teacher Aide
Other

DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION CURRICULUM AREA

DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION

3 3211 7201 Distributive Education Preparatory Program

3 3212 7211 Distributive Education Cooperative Program

BUSINESS CURRICULUM AREA

GENERAL BUSINESS

2 3311 7301 General Business, Business Principles,
General Business Survey, Introduction to

Business

BUSINESS

2 3321

4 3322

ENGLISH

7401

7404

Business English, Business Communications,
Secretarial English
Penmanship and Spelling
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Table 4continued

TSLSC BNW F-75 SUBJECT TITLE

3

3
3

BUSINESS ENGLISH Continued

3323 7406 Technical Report Writing
3324 7407 Vocabulary Development
3325 7420 Speech for Business

BUSINESS RELATIONS

3 3331 7408 Business Ethics
3 3332 7409 Business Law
3 3333 7412 Business Relations
3 3334 74'5 Economics, Economic Geography, Consumer Economics

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

3 3341 7417 Personnel Management
3 3342 7418 Principles of Management
3 3343 7419 Small Business Management

3344 7421 Pre-employment

TYPEWRITING

2 3351 7501 Typewriting, First Year
3 3352 7505 Typewriting, Second Year
3 3353 7507 Typewriting, Statistical
3 3354 7508 Typewriting, Speedbuilding

ACCOUNTING

3 3361 7601 Bookkeeping and Accounting, First Year;
Accounting, First Year

3 3362 7605 Bookkeeping and Accounting, Second Year;
Accounting, Second Year

3 3363 7607 Accounting, Third Year
3 3364 7609 Accounting, Advanced Theory
3 3365 7610 Accounting, Cost
3 3366 7611 Accounting, Income Tax
3 3367 7612 Accounting, Payroll
3 3368 7613 Accounting, Secretarial
3 3369 7615 Business Mathematics, Business Arithmetic,

Accounting Mathematics

RECORD KEEPING

3 3371 7617 Recordkeeping
290 -
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3 3414 8138 Occupation Related
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3 3464 8117 Cabinet Making
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MECHANICS

3 3471 8118 Automotive Mechanics
3 3472 8119 Auto Body Repairing
3 3473 8120 Office Machines Repairing
3 3474 8121 Maintenance Mechanics
3 3475 8122 Industrial Mechanics

COMME RC I AL HOME ECONOMICS

3 1481 P123 Commercial Sewing and Designing
3 3482 8124 Cosmetology
3 3483 8126 Needle Trades - Dressmaking
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3 361S azos 0rnaraenta1 tiortic.olture
3 3616 jib
3 1617 0207 Farm Mrecnanics and/or Fara !Jun

3 3618 0208 Fans Power nechanits
3 3619 0210 Forestry

020 Agricultural Science , F irst Year
0202 Agricultural Science I:. Second %ear
a03 Agricultural Scilehte III. 7h1r4 Year
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FARM MATHEMATICS

3621 0209 Farm Mathematics

UNCLASSIFIEU

u001 0001

0002 0002
0003 0003
0004 0004
0005 0005
0006 0006
0007 0007
0008 0008

UNCLASSIFIED

Ho Appropriate Code listed
Study Hall
Special Education
Prevocational
Work Experience
Home or Hospital Instruction
Religion
Home Room or Roll Room
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Section 6

ANALYSIS OF OVERHEAD COST RATIOS

Introduction
This addendum gives an analysis of three different ratios which provide indices of the indirect costs

(overheads) of running a school district. The indices are defines as follows:

1. The ratio of total costs (less pupil transportation and food service costs) to teachers' salary costs,

rT = (Total appropriation expenditure
- Food service costs
- Pupil transportation costs)

*Teachers' salary costs
= Total/TSAL

2. The ratio of total costs (less pupil transporiation and food service costs) to certificated staff
salary costs,

rc = Total/CSAL

3. The per-pupil cost of all accounts other than teachers' salaries, pupil transportation, and food
services,

f = (Total - TSAL) / (Total Base Enrollment).

These ratios are to be used in the alternative funding formulas to determine their effects on the

school districts of the state. The alternative formulas will contain the expressions:

GT = rT (TSAL')(TBE)/(S/T)

Gc = rc(CSAL) (TBE) / (S/C)

Go = TBE (PPTSAL +
where

G is the state guarantee,
TSAI,' is the state-wide average teacher's salary.
CSALf is the average certificated staff member salary.
TBE is total base enrollment for a particular school district.
S/T is the average pupil to teacher ratio.
S/C is the average pupil to certificated staff ratio.
PPTSAL is the state-wide average per-pupil cost of teachers' salaries.
f is the state-wide average per-pupil cost of overheads, as defined above.

It should be noted that the ratios rc and rT are to be used with appropriate staff ratios and average

salaries, whereas f is to be used with student enrollment. The ratios rT and f are related such that when f is

divided by the per-pupil cost of teachers' salaries it is equal to rT-1.

Summary and Conclusions
Statistically, the best factor to use in a funding formula with an overhead weighting factor is the

second ratio defmed above, the ratio of total costs to certificated salary expenditures. This ratio is the

most stable of the three investigated over both the location and size group classifications. However, its

statistical advantage over the ratio of total cost to teachers' salary expenditures is slight (less than a 7

percent increase in variability). The variability of the third ratio, the per-pupil cost of overhead, was over

three times the variability of the ratio of total cost to certificated salaries. The most useful factor would

most likely be the ratio of total cost to teachers' salary since it is a simpler matter to specify a program of

instruction in terms of the classroom teachers required than in terms of all the certificated staff required

to support a program of instruction and other educational services.
319 .
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The rural districts were about three times as variable as the districts in the other location groups on
all three ratios. The districts of size group 9 (fewer than 200 pupils per district) were about twice as
variable as the districts of size group 8 and more than five times as variable as size group 4, which was
lowest or next to lowest in variability on all three ratios. Since the small districts can receive equitable
apportionment using other weighting factors, it is advisable to weight the overhead cost ratios by the size
of the district as measured by .the number of students in the district. These weighted average ratios are:

Total Cost to Teachers' Salary, rT = 1.81
Total Cost to Certificated Salary, rc = 1.46
(Total Cost Teachers' Salary)
Total Base Enrollment , f = $300

The associated standard deviations are: 0.2714 for rT, 0.2116 for rc, and $145 for f. Fifty percent of the
'l.'s fall within 0.19 units of each other, the rc's had 50 percent within 0.12 units, and the interquartile
range for the f ratios was $97.

The main implications of the following analysis are that:

1. The per-pupil cost of all accounts other than teachers' salaries, transportation, and food services
(the ratio f) is too variable to consider for use when the other two ratios are so much less
variable.

2. The weighted state-wide median total cost to teacher salary and to certificated salary ratios
adequately reflect the 1968-69 situation for all districts except the 188 districts classified as
rural on either side of the Cascade Mountains and the 10 classified as cities on the west side.

A concrete example of the dollar guarantee to a district with 3,500 total base enrollment may help
elucidate these results. Using the state-wide average teachers' salary of $8,454, the average certificated
salary of $8,955, the 24.8 pupil to teacher ratio, the 19.5 certificated to student ratio and the $374
per-pupil cost of teachers' salary, the following guarantees would result. In each of the following items (1,
2, and 3), the upper (G+) and lower (G) bounds provided by adding or subtracting one standard
deviation from the median will be calculated. These bounds would account for about two thirds of the
hypothetical districts with 3,500 pupils, and give a measure of the expected dollar fluctuations in actual
expenditures for districts of 3,500 pupils.

1. Using Total Cost to Teacher Salary Ratio, rT

G = iv (State Avg. TSAL) (TBE in SD)/(State Pupil/Teach.)
= rT ($8454) (3500)/24.8

G" = 1.54 ($1,193,105) = $1,837,382

G = 1.81 ($) = $2,159,520

G+ = 2.08 ($) = 2,481,658

The differences between G+ and G- is $644,276.

2. Using Total Cost to Certificated Salary Ratio, rc.

G' = rc (State Avg. CSAL) (TBE in SD)/(State Pupil/Cert.)
=rc ($8,995) (3,500)/19.5

= 1.25 ($1,607,308) = $2,009,135

G' = 1.46 ($) = $2,346,670

G+= 1.67 ($) =2,684,204

The difference between G+ and G- is $675,069.
320
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3. Using (Total CostTeachers' Salary)/Total Base Enrollment, f.

G = (TBE in SD) (Per Pupil TSAL + f)

= 3,500 ($374 + f)

= 3,500 ($374 + $155) = $1,851,500

G = 3,500 ($374 + $300) = $2,359,000

G+= 3,500 ($374 + $445) = $2,866,500

The difference between G+ and G" is $1,015,000.

The above example is intended to provide an example of what happens when the various overhead

factors are used and how well they would do for about two thirds ( plus or minus one standard deviation)

of the hypothetical cases. Of course the of -r factors in the above formulas and the factors in the funding

model also have associated uncertainties. The result of the funding model simulations are required to

obtain a more exact analysis of the effect of the overhead ratios on the guarantee to the individual school

districts.

Results

State Averages
Statistically, the index with the least variability was the ratio of total costs to certificated salaries, rc.

The state-wide average rc was 1.52 with a standard deviation (sd) of 0.2116. The standard deviation as a

percentage of the average, i.e. , the coefficient of variation (CV), was 13.9 percent. The minimum ratio was

1.17 and the maximum 3.80 for a state-wide range of 1.90. Fifty percent of the rc's fell within 0.12 units

of each other between 1.41 and 1.53, with 44 percent in the interval from 1.4 to 1.5.
The ratio of total costs to teachers' salaries showed slightly increased variability about the average rT

of 1.82 with an sd of 0.2714, a CV of 14.9 percent and an over-all range of 2.61 from 1.17 to 3.78. The

modal interval from 1.7 to 1.8 accounted for 30 percent of the school districts. The interquartile range

was 0.19 units and about two thirds of the districts had rT in the range from 1.5 to 1.9.
The ratio of the difference between total costs and teachers' salaries to total base enrollment, f, was

more than three times as variable as the other two ratios, as measured by the coefficient of variation.
Whereas rc had a CV of 13.9 percent and rt of 14.9 percent, f had a CV of 45.6 percent. Such broad
variability precludes the uSe of f in an equitable funding formula. As a point of general interest, the other

statistics on the per-pupil cost of overheads are given in Table 1 for comparison with the statistics for the

other ratios.



Table 1

STATE-WIDE SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR OVERHEAD RATIOS

Statistic

rT

Total/TSAL

r
C

Total/CSAL

f

(Total - TSAL)/TBE

Ari thmetic Average 1.82 1.52 $317

Average Weighted by TBE 1.82 1.47 305

Median 1.79 1.47 284

Median wtd. by TBE 1.81 1.46 300

Standard Deviation 0.27 0.21 145

Coefficient of Variation 14.9 13.9 45.6

Modal Interval 1.7-1.8 1.4-1.5 250-275

Percent of SD's in Interval 30.2 43.7 16.3

Interquartile,Range 0.19 0.12 97

IQT Range as Percent 10.6 8.1 34.1
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Size Group Comparisons
The size group medians of the total cost to teachers' salary ratio, rT. ranged from a low of 1.73 in

group 9, to a high of 1.89 in group 2, a 9.2 percent increase. The coefficients of variation ranged from 3.4
percent in group 1 up to 26.1 percent in group 9, a difference of 152 percent relative to the state CV of

14.9 percent. The coefficients of variation were less than 8 percent for groups 1 through 7.
The size group medians of the total cost to certificated salaries, rc, rang3 from 1.43 in group 4 to

1.55 in group 9, an increase of 8.4 percent. The coefficients of variation ranged from 3.1 percent in group
1 to 21.3 percent in group 9, a difference of 131 percent relative to the state CV of 13.9 percent, and
were less than 7 percent for groups 1 through 7.

The per-pupil costs of overhead had an increase from $240 in group 6 to $336 in group 2, or 40
percent. The CV's ranged from 11.9 percent in group 4 to 63.8 percent in group 9, a difference of 114
percent relative to the state CV of 45.6 percent. Group 9 had a CV more than twice as large as the next
largest, 29.0 percent in group 6.

The behavior of group 9 with respect to these indices is of interest. These districts, with fewer than
200 pupils, had the lowest total cost to teacher salary ratio, but the highest total cost to certificated salary
ratio. The low rT would not be expected since group 9 has the smallest percentage of staff in teaching
positions. Group 9 also has the smallest percentage of certificated staff of all the size groups. The total
cost to certificated staff ratio, rc, would be expected to be the largest. The comparatively low rT for
group 9 is most probably due to the inclusion of part-time principals in the cost of teachers' salaries.
Group 9 had over twice the variability of the other size group for all three ratios as measured by the
coefficient of variation. These statistics are summarized in Table 2. Tables 3, 4, and 5 give the frequency
distribution for rT, rc, and f for the composite of size groups 1 through 6, and for groups 7 through 9
broken into high school and nonhigh school districts. The state-wide distribution is also given.
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Table 2

OVERHEAD COST RATIOS BY SIZE GROUP

Size No. of
SD's

Medians

Percent of

Students

Total Total
(Total
-TSAL)

TSAL
r
T

CSAL
r
C

TBE
f_gLala

1 6 1.84 1.46 332 30.8

2 9 1.89 1.49 336 16.2

3 20 1.77 1.44 275 18.3

4 30 1.74 1.43 252 13.7

5 25 1.80 1.45 282 7.0

6 28 1.75 1.46 240 4.6

7 60 1.80 1.46 276 5.7

8 65 1.82 1.50 305 2.8

9 82 1.73 1.55 327 0.9

State Average 325 1.79 1.47 284 100.0

State Weighted
by Students

1.81 1.46 300

Coefficients of Variation

Size

Group

1 3.37% 3.08% 12.05%

2 4.75 3.62 13.79

3 0.06 4.19 13.30

4 4.16 3.12 11.85

5 5.90 3.52 13.38

6 7.91 6.27 29.03

7 6.66 4.80 19.87

8 10.79 9.09 27.08

9 26.08 21.31 63.81

State
Pavrage 14.91%

,

13.92% 45.63%

'.. 4824 -
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Table 3

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE RATIO OF
TOTAL COST TO TEACHERS' SALARIES rT

Interval

Number of School Districts
HS

HS

Non-HS
7-9

State
Total1-6 7-9

Less Than 1.5 0 0 0 18 le

1.5-1.59 2 5 7 5 12

1.6-1.69 21 19 40 8 48

1.7-1.79 48 38 86 11 98

1.8- 1.89 32 33 65 11 77

1.9-1.99 9 20 29 7 36

2.0-2.09 3 10 13 1 14

2.1- 2.19 0 2 2 2 4

2.2-2.29 1 2 3 3 6

2.3- 2.39 2 2 1 3

2.4-2.49 1 1

2.5-2.59
2.6-.2.69 1 1

2.7-2.79 1 1

2.8-2.89
1

2.9-2.99

More Than 2.99 5 5

Total 116 132 248 75 325



Table 4

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE RATIO OF
TOTAL COST TO CERTIFICATED SALARY it

Number of School Di stri cts

HS Non-HS State

Interval 1-6 7-9 HS 7-9 Total

Less Than 1 3 1 1 2 3

1.3-1. 39 28 21 49 8 58

1.4-1.49 64 58 122 19 142

1.5-1.59 22 40 62 10 72

1.6-1.69 1 8 9 9 18

1.7-1.79 1 1 6 7

1.8-1.89 1 1 2 10 12

1.9-1.99 2 2

2.0-2.09 1 1 1 2

2.1-2.19 1 1

2.2-2.29 2 2

2.3-2.39 1 1 2 3

2.4-2.49

2.5-2.59

2.6-2.69

2.7-2.79 1 1

More than 2.79 2 2

Total 116 132 248 75 325
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Table 5

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PER-PUPIL COST
OF (TOTAL TEACHER SALARY), f

Number of School Districts
HS Non-HS State

Interval 1-6 7-9 HS 7-9 Total

Less Than $200 1 1 19 20

$200-224 10 2 12 8 21

225-249 28 15 43 10 53

250-274 26 22 48 6 54

275-299 21 23 44 4 48

300-324 12 12 24 1 26

325-349 9 14 23 4 27

350-374 5 14 19 0 19

375-399 2 8 10 1 11

400-424 1 8 9 3 12

425-449 2 2 1 3

450-474 4 4 1 5

475-499 1 1 2 3

500-524 1 1 1 2

525-549 2 2 2 4

550-574 2 2 1 3

575-599 1 1 1 2

More Than $559 1 1 2 10 12

Total 116 132 248 75 325



Location Group Comparisons
The school districts of the state were divided into 10 gyoups based on the location of the school

district office. "Location" was defined by two characteristics:

1. In a county east or west of the Cascade Mountains,
2. Urban, suburban, city, town or rural place type.

The five place types were defined as follows:

Urban More than 40,000 population
Suburban More than 15,000 population and near an urban area
City 10,000-40,000 population
Town 1,000-10,000 population
Rural Less than 1,000 population.

There were 20 counties east, and 19 west of the mountains. The number of school districts in each of the
10 groups defined by these 2 characteristics is given in Table 6.

The median total cost to teacher salary ratios for the location groups in Table 7 are all within 0.02 of
each other for the districts east of the mountains, but on the west side the place-type medians fluctuate
over a range of 0.14 units, from a high of 1.88 for suburban districts to a low of 1.73 for the city districts.
The coefficients of variation for rT, displayed in Table 10, indicate a greater variability for districts west
of the mountains, particularly those in the rural classification.

The median total cost to certificated salary ratios, rc, in Table 8 show smaller over-all differences
than was the case for rT. The town and rural classifications have the same median ratios on either side of
the state, the rural being 0.05 units higher than the town medians. The spread on the east side is only 0.01
units from the urban group through the town group, but it is 0.09 units on the west side. The consistent
drop of both rT and rc for the city type west of the mountains could be partially explained by an effort
to keep salary schedules comparable with those in the nearby urban and suburban districts, leaving less
money for noncertificated staff expenses. The coefficients of variation for rc in Table 11 show smaller
variability for all location groups except the rural districts west of the mountains which have a CV for rc
approximately equal to that for rT.

The median per-pupil costs of overhead given for the location groups in Table 9 follow the same
pattern as for the other ratios, having a broader range ($96) on the west side than on the east side ($43).
The medians for the urban and suburban districts are the largest in Table 9, as was the case for rT in Table
7 and almost (within 0.01 units) the case for rc in Table 8. The coefficients of variation for the ratio f in
Table 12 show that the districts east of the mountains were more variable on this index than those in the
west, which is the reverse of the situation for rT and rc. In addition this index begins to show relatively
increased variability in the town districts on the west side.

Table 6

NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN LOCATION GROUPS

E-W

Pl ace Type

E-WUS C T

East 2 0 8 45 104 166

West 4 15 10 53 84 159

P1 ace Type 6 15 18 96 188 325



Table 7

MEDIAN TOTAL COST TO TEACHER SALARY RATIO, rT
BY LOCATION GROUPS

E-W

Place Type

E-1.4

East 1.80 ---- 1.78 1.79 1.78 1.79

1.87 1.88 1.73 1.75 1.81 1.79

Place Type 1.84 1.88 1.76 1.77 1.79 1.79

Table 8

MEDIAN TOTAL COST TO CERTIFICATED SALARY RATIO, rt.
BY LOCATION GROUPS

E-W

Place Type

E-W

Last 1.44 1.44 1.45 1.50 1.47

West 1.49 1.49 1.40 1.45 1.50 1.46

Place Type 1.45 1.4S 1.43 1.45 1.50 1.47

Table 9

MEDIAN PER-PUP1L COST OF OVERHEAD, f
BY LOCATION GROUPS

Place Type

E-W USCTR E-W

East 298 --- 298 281 324 298

est 352 331 267 256 260 271

Mace Type 322 331 260 261 299 284



Table 10

E-W

COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION FOR rT

Place Type

E-W

East (2.17*) ---- 5.69 6.81 16.46 13.77

West 6.32 4.25 3.91 7.23 20.52 15.84

Place Type 5.21 4.25 5.03 6.56 18.52 14.91

Table 11

COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION FOR rc

E-W

Place Type

E-W

East (0.51*) ---- 3.65 4.48 12.32 10.86

West 4.35 3.36 3.30 5.87 20.51 16.27

Place Type 3.72 3.36 3.83 5.25 16.69 13.92

Table 12

COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION FOR f

E-W

Place Type

E-W

East (4.19*) 11.22 14.18 57.19 51.87

West 12.13 16.50 13.68 23.27 41.90 35.31

Place Type 12.72 16.50 13.23 19.51 52.47 45.63

The fact that there are only 2 districts in this group makes this statistic unreliable.
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1970 SCHOOL LEVY SURVEY

Introduction
This report is divided into three sections. Section One presents a summary picture of supporters and

opponents of the school levy, their evaluations of the schools in their district, and their reasons for voting
for or against the levy. Comments drawn directly from the questionnaires are used to illustrate points
made in the study. The second section of the report presents the results of the survey in more statistical
form and with somewhat greater precision. Section Three is an appendix in which we explain our
methodology, . the way in which we drew the sample, response rates to the mail and telephone survey, and
the representativeness of the sample.

Section I

Who Voted Yes and Who Voted No
The data provide few surprises, except that they are consistent. Support for school levies comes

largely either from those who can afford to pay the increased costs of education professional and
managerial people, people with comparatively high incomes, and people with at least some college
education or from those who have a direct stake in the outcome of the levy because they have
school-age children. One parent, with two children in school, said, "I believe education is important and
would he a bargain at twice the cost we are now paying." Opposition comes from those who are over age
50, have low or fixed incomes, or have comparatively little education. A disabled veteran wrote, "I voted
No in the last special (levy) because my property tax is about to make me move. 1959 they were $59.00.
Now over $600.00. I'm on a set income and cannot stand any more taxes. If they go up I'll lose my
home." A farmer pointed out, "People are rebelling against taxes and high cost of everything although
Farmer's incomes are zero."

Perceptions of the School System
By and large, voters rate the school systems favorably, although they think that teachers are doing a

better job than school administrators and school boards. More importantly, a person's rating of his school
is correlated to his vote on the levy; the more favorably he views the school, the more likely he is to
support the levy. A housewife who voted "no" said, "I felt the school was badly managed financially and
some of the programs offered were untried and the resulting chaos reverberating from top to bottom called
for a change." Another "no" voter, responding to a question as to how the school situation could be
changed, suggested, "A school board that listens to parents' questions and answers honestly."

The emphasis on honesty in dealings with the public and access for information runs throughout the
interviews and is reflected in our finding that the people who voted for the levies felt it was easier to get
information from the district than those who opposed the levies. A housewife succinctly stated the plight
of many people who opposed the levy; when asked what things influenced her decision to vote the way
she did, she replied, "Sparce amount of information given to the voters. Also honesty in presenting the
information asked." Access to information and honesty refers not only to levies, but also to the
day-to-day encounters which parents have with the schools. One levy supporter said, "The only contact
I've had with the school has been with Dr. and he's been willing to talk to us at any time."
Another parent, who opposed the levy, had a less happy experience:

I accidentally found out that my son was skipping school very often, and bringing
kid, to my home and having a ball. I was angry and called the school to see why I was
not notified of the skipping. They said if a child missed once a week they couldn't do
much. Other schools either call you or have you called any time a child misses one
day.

I called a number of times and was very disappointed. I spoke to the Superintendent
once and he couldn't wait to turn me back over to the boy's counselor or whoever
was in charge of absenteeism. In other words, I got nowhere.

A number of voters also complained about tactics used by the schools during the levy campaign.
Threats of loss of accreditation, decrease in the number of teachers and books, closure of schools, etc.
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convinced some voters to support the levy, but may have alienated others. A housewife explained her
feelings thusly:

When the levy failed the first time, instead of finding something that would be
acceptable to the voters the school officials lined themselves up on one side of the
issue and the voters on the other. We were threatened and forced. Our children were
told what they would have to do without if their parents didn't vote for the levy. (No
playground equipment, no books, and of course my children believed this literally.)
The young people were made part of the issue. If we were against the levy we were
automatically against 'the kids.'

This dictatorial (do-it-or-else) attitude on the part of school officials is, I think, one of
the reasons, besides an increase in taxes, that the levy failed.

School boards and administrations were also criticized for past decisions such as selling the rights to
forest lands and placing school buildings on unsuitable or inconvenient sites. Moreover, one opponent
noted, "One must provide funds to educate the children, but we did not need a new stadium and tartan
turf!" Some districts were also accused of trying to do too much; either their budgets were too large
compared with similar sized districts, or their desire to attain excellence incurred expenses beyond what
the voter would pay for.

Was There a Taxpayer's Revolt?
Although the question cannot be answered precisely at this time, it is clear, from the data and

comments made by respondents, that tax considerations were important. Low-income families had the
lowest levels of support for the levy. In addition, support for the levy dropped the higher the voter's
property tax assessment and the larger the bite that the tax dollar took from his family income. In a
declining economy, where tax dollars are becoming scarcer but the demand for services has not
diminished, something must give. A teacher noted, "People are not mad at schools. They are getting to the
breaking point tax-wise. This is an area where they can say 'no' to the government." In addition to the
level of taxes, voters also object to what they perceive as the unfairness of the property tax as a base for
education. Many feel that yearly levies are unnecessary (although several mentioned the control which this
gave voters over the district) and that everyone should pay taxes for schools, however they are assessed.
The most frequently mentioned tax alternatives were the property tax, the income tax, less tax spent on
the elderly, and a proposed equalizing tax on renters or the parents of school-age children. Typical of
those who felt taxes were too high was an oyster farmer, who said, "U ttil I see the tax load more fairly
proportioned I refuse to vote 'yes' on any special levy."

Taxes, however, were only one of a complex of reasons offered for voting against the levy. Often
there was criticism of how the school district was handling the money which was raised by the levy. An
angry bus driver noted, "Our district is in a sorry financial state. I know levies went down because of a
stubborn uneducated school board with million-dollar ideas on a beggar's budget. This is collosial (sic)
mismanagement. The money is also being used $150,000 on a new track and only $1,800 on textbooks.
No wonder people are fiery mad! Small wonder the levy failed!" Many voters feel not only that the
schools mismanage their funds, but also that they are not turning out an adequate product. According to
one voter, "The product of a school should be maturing responsible students. Their product is very poor
lately and people do not want to pay taxes to turn out such students."

What Is to Be Done?
If services and personnel are to be cut by the district, the voters have ideas on what the priorities

should be: what they perceive to be excess and unnecessary personnel (counselors and administrators) and
extracurricular activities. Many voters do not believe that extracurricular activities should be eliminated,
but that parents should be asked to pay for them, providing uniforms or driving the students to football
and basketball games.

What do voters suggest should be done in the districts? A great many voters feel that the schools will
be able to survive on the moneys available through better and more efficient money management.
Economies can be made by cutting down on nonessential personnel and extracurricular activities, reducing
the frills in the curriculum, and cutting the frills in the physical plant wall-to-wall carpets, colored
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television, new tracks and football stadiums. To aid future levies the voters suggest that communication
between themselves and the administration (and school board) be easier, more honest, and understandable.
Suggestions include breaking down budgets and levy proposals into component parts and explaining the

necessity for everything. If possible, the levy should also be divided into parts so the electorate can choose

which parts of a package it wishes. As one taxpayer pleaded:

I do not feel we were given a good choice. I honestly feel that when a school district
submits a levy, the taxpayers should be given three or four choices as far as budget
amounts. The average person is realistic enough to realize that schools need financing
and will cast a fair vote. However, no one likes getting 'suckered into' paying for a lot
of unnecessary extras. I was told by one of the administration staff that
xxxxx school officials want the best school in the state; the best teachers, the highest
curriculum; the most outside activities for our students. As a parent, I would go along
with this, but I am also a taxpayer and feel I must make my choice somewhere in-
between these two roles.

To aid in communication between the district and the voters several suggested that the levy be
explained in dollar terms rather than in mills; as one voter noted, "We feel safer this way."

Summary
Taxes were a primary factor in the defeat of school levies during the past year. A concerned teacher

wrote:
People are getting very tired of additional taxes and this is the only way that they can
fight back. It's not that they are against our school. They are against additional taxes.
Here they had a choice and could vote "no"and they did.

THIS MUST CHANGE.

But not all voters were opposing the levy solely because of taxes. A sizeable proportion of the
electorate feel alienated from the school system, unable to get information easily from it, or to influence
its decisions. Under these circumstances the levy offers an opportunity not only to vote on school

expenditures but also to exercise control (in an indirect way) over the activities of teachers,
administrators and school boards.

Section Two

The School Levy: Supporters and Opponents
There are remarkably distinct (and statistically significant) differences between supporters and

opponents of the school levy in the 18 districts studied.

1. Women are more likely than men to support the levy (60.3 percent to 51.7 percent). The
support of women, combined with the fact they are more likely to vote in levy elections, insures
that the levies have a fighting chance of passage.

2. People in the 21-50 age category support school levies at a rate greater than the required 60
percent, with people in their 30's giving levies the greatest support. People over 50 are opposed
to the levy (only 45.1 percent supported the levy). Considering the fact that those over 50
constitute a sizeable proportion of the levy electorate (47 percent of our sample), it is no
wonder the levies lost.

3. Professional people (81.7 percent), clerical and sales (60.9 percent), self-employed businessmen
(58.7 percent), unskilled workers (58.1 percent), semiskilled and skilled workers (54.7 percent)
supported the levy, while farmers (41.5 percent) and retired people (35.5 percent) opposed it.

4, Renters (78.3 percent) were more likely to support the levy than home owners (55.4 percent).
However, over 90 percent of our sample were home owners.
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5. Income is an important determinant of support or opposition; those earning under $5,000 a
year retired people and farmers have the lowest levels of support (38.2 percent) while those
earning over $5,000 support the levy (59.8 percent - 66.7 percent). In fact, the more money a
family earns, the more likely it is to support the levy.

6. The more education the voter has, the more likely he is to support the levy, regardless of sex.
Lowest levels of support (around 40 percent) come from those voters with a grammar school or
junior high education, while the highest levels of support (80 percent) came from those who
have at least completed college. Those who have completed high school or have some college
support levies, but not at the required 60 percent level.

7. People with children support the levy, particularly if they have more than two children. More
important, people who have children in the school system support the levy by approximately
2-1 while less than half the people (46.6 percent) who have no children in the school systerrF
support the levy.

8. Community involvement is also related to support for the school levy. Fifty-three percent of
those who belonged to no community organizations supported the levy, compared with 60
percent - 70 percent support from those who belonged to one or more organizations.

Perceptions of the School System
Supporters and opponents of school levies are significantly different not only in backgrounds but

also in the way they perceive the school system. We have stated the data as though the perceptions of the
school tended to be at least partially causitive of the voting patterns. This seemed to us to be the logical
sequence. However, it should be borne in mind that the way a person voted on the levy could influence
and cause vationalizations on the voter's part. It should be remembered therefore that the following
conclusions although stated in causitive fashion are, in reality, correlative. We found:

I. Almost 70 percent of those who rated teachers in the district as "good" supported the levy,
while 29 percent of those who rated the teachers as "bad" supported the levy. Support for the
levy is correlated to evaluations of teachers; the more positively they are evaluated, the more
support for the levy. Fortunately, almost half the respondents rated teachers as "good ."

2. Administrators receive a substantially more mixed review from the electorate; only 37.4 percent
of the electorate perceive them as "good." However, as with the teachers, support for the levy is
related to evaluation of administrators: 80.3 percent of those who rated administrators as
"good" supported the levy, compared with 26.1 percent of those who rated them as "bad."

3. What is true for teachers and administrators is also true for school boards: 76.9 percent of those
who rated the school board as "good" supported the levy, compared with 32.5 percent who rated
them as "bad."

4. Consequently, it is not surprising that a composite measure of evaluation of the school district,
comprised of evaluations of teachers, administrators, and school boards, shows a high correlation
between positive evaluation of the district and a high level of support for the levy and a negative
evaluation and opposition to the levy.

5. Support or opposition to the levy is also correlated to whether the voter perceived teachers and
administrators as being paid too much, enough, or too little. Eighty percent of those who
thought teachers were paid too much votei "no" while 84.7 percent of those who thought they
were paid too little voted "yes." The bulk of the sample (64.5 percent) who thought teachers
were paid about enough favored the levy (57.8 percent).

6. Over one third of the sample felt that administrators were paid too much, and of those who felt
that way, 59.3 percent voted "no" on the levy. Those who felt administrators were paid about
the right amount or too little supported the levy (73.5 percent and 90.2 percent, respectively).
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7. The more easily voters perceive it is to obtain information about the school, the more likely
they are to support the levy. Of those who felt they could get information "very easily" 71.8

percent supported the levy, while only 33.3 percent of those who felt they could get
information "with igeat difficulty " supported the levy. Equally important for the school, 30.7

percent of the electorate find it difficult to obtain information about the schools.

Property Taxes, Previous Levies, and Support or Opposition
Much rhetoric has been used arguing whether taxpayers are revolting against increased property taxes

by voting against school levies, which directly effect their taxes. We find:

1. Support for the school levy drops the higher one's property tax assessment. Seventy-five percent
of those who pay less than $100 per year support the school levy. Of those paying over $600
per year, less than half support the levy.

2. Although the gross amount of the property tax is important, the property tax as a percentage of
total family income is an equally valid measure. The greater the proportion of his total income
goes for property taxes, the more likely a person will oppose the school levy. Seventy-one
percent of those paying one percent of their income in property taxes supported the levy,
compared with 66.0 percent of those paying over 7 percent of their income in taxes who
opposed the levy. Those paying one or two percent supported the levy by at least 60 percent,
those paying 3 percent or 4 percent supported it by 50 percent - 60 percent, and less than 50
percent of those paying more than 4 percent supported the levy.

3. It makes little difference in support or opposition if a voter's property had been reassessed in

the last year.

4. It does make a difference if school taxes have been raised in the past year. Those who have had

their school taxes increased split about evenly in support of the levy, while 65 percent of those
whose taxes had not increased support the levy.

5. The best indicator of how a person will vote in a levy election is his vote in preceding levy

elections. Ninety-six percent of those who voted "no" in the last previous levy election voted

"no" in this one, while 77 percent of those who voted "yes" in the last previous election voted
"yes" in this one. The nay-sayers are consistent as well. Eighty-five percent of those who had
never supported a levy in the past also voted "no" on this one. The slippage occurs when we
note that only 60 percent of those who had voted "yes" in previous elections voted "yes" in
this election.

Reasons for Support and Opposition To the Levy
Voters who supported or opposed the levy in their district did so for clear-cut reasons. When asked

"what things influenced your decision to vote the way you did in the recent school levy election?" the

following reasons were given: (number of respondents in parentheses)

Supporters. There were four basic reasons for support (in descending order of importance).
1. Voter has always supported education, it's a matter of principle. (122)
2. Referred to specific needs of the district teacher's salaries, new buildings, books, etc.

(112)
3. A member of the family is attending school. (101)
4. Children (in general) need a good education an explanation often offered by people with

no children or whose children are no longer in school. (81)
Opposition. Opposition to the levy was based on a complex of reasons which can be categorized as
follows (in descending order of importance).

1. The most popular reason was that "taxes are too high." (110)
2. Schools are wasting money, spending too much, exercising poor money management. (69)
3. Criticism of the school administration policies, inability to communicate, lying; and the

curriculum too many frills. (67)
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4. Criticism of the levy cystem or this specific levy. (31)
5. Criticism of physical plant improper use, no standardized floor plans, high architect fees,

and, in some districts, location of specific schools. (25)

What Can the District Do?
Those who voted against the levy were asked how the school situation could be changed so that they

would vote for the levy. They made the following suggestions: (number of respondents in parentheses)
1. Institution of some form of money management cut budgets, reduce expenditures, cut

salaries, do with what they have, etc. (122)
2. Criticism of the school administration reduce personnel, reevaluate them, get

administrators to communicate, explain more clearly where the money goes. (70)
3. Physical plant reduction of building costs, one floor plan, better planning of facilities,

buildings are too lavish, too many television sets. (42)
4. Curriculum and extracurricular activities cut out frills, return to basics, eliminate sex

education, deemphasize physical education, eliminate extracurricular activities. (41)
5. Will never vote for the levy. (15)
6. Change the tax system. (26)

In response to a question regarding what activities and programs should be cut back now that the
levy has failed, the voters gave the following priorities:

1. Personnel: counselors and administrators primarily, but teachers, teacher's aids, uncertified
staff as well. (417) This is first priority for those voting "no" and second priority for those
voting "yes."

"). Extracurricular activities: athletics and others, such as debate, music, drama, etc. (36 I )
This is first priority for those voting "yes" and second priority for those voting"no".

3. Curriculum: kindergarten, vocational-technical training and special education for the
handicapped. (127)

4. Supplies and equipment: textbooks, audio-visual equipment, teaching machines, library
books. (107)

5. Transportation: particularly to and from extracurricular athletics and activities. (98)
6. Physical plant: maintenance and construction. (95)
7. Overloading classes, double-shifting, etc. (26)
8. A sizeable number of voters, particularly those who had supported the levy, said "nothing"

should be cut back. (70)

How Should People Pay for Schools?
When asked the voters ranked the following a_ rnatives for school revenues:

1. Property taxes: favored more by those who voted "yes" than those who opposed the levy,
but still ranked as the best alternative by both groups. (282)

2. Income taxes: favored more by those who voted "yes;" ranked second by those voting
"yes" and third by those voting "no." (239)

3. No (or reduced) tax for the elderly: ranked third by those voting "yes" and second by
those voting "no." (198)

4. Other alternatives: the most popular one by far was the suggestion that everyone pay for
schools, particularly renters. Other suggestions included more timber rights, legalizing
gambling, a state lottery, taxes on cigarettes and liquor, etc. (147)

5. Only people with children should pay. (75)
6. State: either the state should increase its contribution to local districts or the state should

take over the cost of education. (49)
7. Sales tax: earmarking part of the sales tax for education. (38)
8. No charge for people with children in private schools. (28)
9. Federal support: increased Federal role. (20)
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APPENDIX

This study is based on data collected from 397 mail questionnaires and 318 telephone interviews. A
random sample was drawn of those who had voted in the most recent school levy election in the 18 school

districts where the levy had failed. Mail questionnaires were sent to 50 voters in each district; 397 of 900
questionnafres were returned (44.1%), a reasonable response rate for a mail questionnaire to the general
population. Comparison of respondents to the mail questionnaire and the telephone survey indicate no
significant differences between the two groups although those returning mail questionnaires were more
likely to have supported the levy. An additional 25 voters in each district were telephoned and an average

of 22 were contacted. Of the 395 voters contacted by telephone 318 consented to be interviewed (80.5%).

Thus, of the 1,295 voters who received mail questionnaires or were reached by telephone 715 gave usable

data (55.0%). This response rate and its uniformity across districts insures that the reliability of the data is

within acceptable limits (+ 4%) of error.



Table 1

VOTE BY SEX

Sex Yes No

Male 43.0% 51.8%
Female 57.0 48.2

Total 395 307

Table 2

VOTE By MARITAL STATUS

Marital Status Yes No

Married 90.8% 89.1%
Single 4.1 3.3
Widowed or Divorced 5.1 7.6

Total 393 302

Table 3

VOTE BY AGE

Aiae_ Yes No

Under 20 1.0% .7%

21-30 years 12.4 8.3

31-40 years 24.0 11.6

41-50 years 25.0 20.5
Over 50 years 37.6 58.9

Total 388 302

Table 4

VOTE BY OCCUPATION

Occupation Yes No

Professional and semiprofessional 23.2% 6.9%
Self-employed businessmen, managers and officials 9.7 8.9

Clerical and sales: buyers, agents 10.2 8.6
Skilled and semiskilled blue collar 18.3 19.9
Unskilled service workers, farm laborers 13.1 12.4

Farm owners 4.4 8.2

Unemployed 0.0 .3

Retired 12.8 30.6

Otherc b 8.4 4.1

Total 383 291
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Table 5

VOTE BY HOME OWNERSHIP

Home ownership Yes No
Rent 9.2% 3.4%
Own 90.0 95.9
Other .8 .7

Total 390 295

Table 6

VOTE BY MONTHLY COST OF HOME

Monthly Cost of Home Yes No
Under $50 7.8% 4.1%
$50-$100 39.2 35.6
$101-$150 34.9 38.4
$151-$200 13.9 15.1
$201-$250 1.8 4.1
Over $250 1.8 2.7
Inappropriate .6 0.0

Total 166 73

Table 7

VOTE BY YEARLY INCOME LEVEL

Yearly Income Yes No
Less than $5000 14.1% 29.9%
$5000-$10,000 43.9 38.8
$10,000-$15,000 28.5 22.4
Over $15,000 13.6 8.9

Total 369 281

Table 8

VOTE BY LENGTH OF TIME IN SCHOOL DISTRICT

Length of Time in Sch..tol District Yes No
1 year or Les3 13% 1.7%
1-3 years 10.1 9.8
More than 3 years 88.6 88.6

Total 386 297
- 342
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VOTE BY EDUCATION I M ALE I
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Table 13

VOTE BY RATING OF TEACHERS IN DISTRICT

Rating_ of Teachers Yes No
Good 58.7% 34.6%
Somewhat good 33.0 42.4
Somewhat bad 4.9 10.2
Bad 1.3 4.2
Don't know 2.1 8.5

Total 385 283

Table 14

VOTE BY RATING OF ADMINISTRATORS IN DISTRICT

Ratin of Administrators Yes No
Good 51.7% 17.5%
Somewhat good 34.1 34.4
Somewhat bad ' R 24.4
Bad ..! 12.2
Don't know 3.4 11.5

Total 387 279

Table 15

VOr BY RATING OF SCHOOL BOARD IN DISTRICT

Rating of Schoo. ii,..ard Yes No
Good 50.0ff; 20.8',.;-
Somewhat good 34.5 33.9
Somewhat bad 6.3 19.0
B..-.1 3.4 9.9
Don't know 5.3 16.4

Total 380 274
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Table 17

VOTE BY RATING OF TEACHERS' SALARIES IN DISTRICT

Rating of Teachers' Salaries Yes No
Too much 3.6% 20.1%
About right 64.7 64.2
Too little 28.4 6.9
Don't know 3.3 8.7

Total 391 288

Table 18

VOTE BY RATING OF ADMINISTRATORS' SALARIES IN DISTRICT

Rating of Administrators' Salaries Yes No
Too much 26.0% 52.9%
About right 53 5 27.0
Too little 9.5 1.4
Don't know 11.1 18.7

Table 19

VOTE BY AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION ABOUT SCHOOLS

Information Obtained Yes No
Very easily 30.1%
Easily 47.6 33.7
With difficulty 15.9 33.0
With much difficulty 4.4 12.5
Don't know 2.1 4.0

Toial 389 273

Table 20

VOTE BY PARENTA1 EXPERIENCE AS STUDFNT

Parenul Experience Yes No
Liked school 883% 87.7%
Did not like school 11.7 12.3

Total 383 276
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Table 21

VOTE BY CURRENT PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT

Amount Assessed Yes No
Don't know 15.3%
Under S100 12.2 5.4
S101-200 23.5 23.2

201- 400 27.8 28.2
401- 600 10.1 11.2
601- 800 3.4 6.2
800- 1,000 .3 2.5

Over 1,000 3.7 6.6
Inappropriate 3.7 .4

Total 327 241

Table 22

VOTE BY PROPERTY TAX AS A PERCENTAGE OF FAMILY INCOME

Percentage of Family Income Yes No
1 7c 27.1% 14 7%-- 28.9 17.8
3 18.0 22.3
4 9.4 10.2
5 6.8 11.2
6 1 5 3.6
7 1.5 2.5
Over 77c 6.8 17.8

Total 266 197

1%-ible 23

VOTE BY PROPERTY REEVALUATION WITHIN THE LAST YEAR

Property Reevalucted within Last Year Yes No
Yes 65.5% 67.6%
No 19.7 30.5
Inapprepriate !.1 0.0
Don't know 3.6 1.8

Total 357 27S

Table 24

VOTE BY INCREASE OF SCHOOL TAXES WITHIN ThE LAST YEAR

Scho3l Taxes Incregsed within Last Year Yes No
Yes 57.8% 71.5%
No 32.8 11.1
Inappropriate 1.2 0.0
Don't know 7.9 7.3

Total 34 i 274
- 346
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Table 25

VOTE BY SUPPORT OF SPECIAL LEVY IN LAST PREVIOUS ELECTION

Support of Special Levy in Last Election Yes No
Yes 98.4% 39.9%
No 1.6 59.7
Inappropriate 0.0 .4

Total 375 268

Table 26

VOTE BY AlPPORT OF SPECIAL LEVY IN ANY PREVIOUS ELECTION

Sup ort of Special Levy in Any Previous Election Yes No
Yes 96.2% 73.9%
No 3.8 25.6
Inappropriate 0.0 .5

Total 239 211

Table 27

FACTORS INFLUENCING VOTE DECISION

FACTORS Number
Positive
Have always supported education, it's necessary 122
Needs of the school district 112
Children in school I 01

Children need education 81

I work for the school

Negative
Money 149

Taxes too high 108
Criticism of the levy or levy system 31
Other 10

Criticism of school administration 53
Criticism of curriculum 14
Poor moncy management, waste 69
Criticism of physical plant use 16

Table 28

SCHOOL SERVICES WHICH SHOULD BE CUT

Service Number
Personnel, academic, nonacademic, administrators 417
Extracurricular activities 361
Special classes (kindergarten, vocational-technical training, special education) 127
Text books and supplies 107

Transportation 98
Maintenance 95
Other 26
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Table 29

HOW PEOPLE SHOULD PAY FOR SCHOOLS

Tax Number
Property tax 182
Income tax 239
No (or reduced) charge for elderly I 98
Other (everyone should pay, tax on renters, lottery) 147
Only pcople with children should pay 75
State 49
Sales tax 38
No charge for people whose children are in private schools 28
Federal 20

Tat* 30

CRITICISM OF THE SCHOOLS BY THOSE WHO VOTED "NO"

Criticism Number
Criticism of teachers and administrators 70
Criticism of physical plant and facilities 42
Criticism of curriculum
Criticism of money management and high levies I 22
Criticism of students 13

Criticism of the tax system 26
Other 29
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THE EFFECT OF SIZE ON SELECTED ASPECTS
OF THE EDUCATION PROCESS

Introduction
For a good many years considerable interest has been focused on the effect of school size on various

aspects of the educational process. This report brings together research efforts concerned with the
question of adequate size of local school districts. While this review is not all inclusive, the effort was

made to consider a representative sample of research dealing with the most commonly used measure of a

local school district size pupil enrollment. In this report, the treatment of adequate size deals with the

total number of pupils enrolled in a local school system or in a single attendance center within a local

district.
For the purposes of this report, the size criterion, as measured by :he number of pupils enrolled, will

be the principal variable. Relationships will be considered between enrollment and the following factors:

pupil achievement, educational costs, breadth of educational program, extracurricular activities,

professional staff qualifications, and special services.

Size of Enrollment and Pupil Achievement
In reviewing the research material relating to size and pupil achievement, it appears that the

secondary school level has received the greatest share of attention. However, the few research efforts
identified at the elementary school level suggest a positive relationship between school size and pupil
achievement.

As far back as 1932, Nelson surveyed the literature relating to elementary pupils' achievement and
the size of school attended. He noted that 22 of 24 researchers found a higher level of academic
achievement in the larger schools. However, his study of the San Francisco area elementary schools was
inconclusive and this led him to caution against assuming that large size guarantees educational
efficiency.1

More recently, Street, Powell, and Hamblin concluded that. Kentucky seventh and eighth graders in
schools with 300 or more pupils demonstrated higher achievement than those in schools with enrollments
of 100 to 299, or with fewer than 100 pupils.2 The size of schools in the Kentucky sample were relatively
small; of the 112 schools studied, 47 were one-room rural schools, and the largest attendance center in the
sample enrolled 836 children.

Theophilus restricted his sample of Iowa elementary schools to single attendance centers with 200 or
more pupils. He reported that pupil achievement, as measured by the Iowa test of Basic Skills, definitely

increased as attendance center size increased.
Many studies focusing on secondary schools have found a high positive correlation between school

size and academic achievement. For example, Kreitlow paired ten Wisconsin school districts on the basis

of whether they were reorganized administrative units. He used achievement test results for first graders

and observed slightly higher achievement by children in nonreorganized districts.4 However, achievement
tests administered to the same pupils during sixth, ninth and twelfth grades showed that no correlation
existed between size and ninth-grade achievement as measured by standardized tests.5

Using the Iowa Test of Educational Development, Gray concluded that pupils in Iowa high schools
with enrollments exceeding 1,000 had the greatest "gain score." Pupils in high schools of 400 to 999
enrollment achieved the highest composite scores.6 Contradictory findings were recently reported in
another Iowa study in which 323 high schools constituted the sample. Stout and Rudolph stated the
relationship of student academic achievement to size was not statistically significant? An earlier Iowa
study tended to refute this conclusion and to strengthen Gray's observations. In his 1960 investigation,

Feldt analyzed scores from the 1959 Iowa Tests of Educational Development taken by 80 percent of

Iowa's high school students. This analysis indicated the differential in the senior year between the largest

and the smallest high school amounted to a full year's academic growth.8
For purposes of research with college-bound seniors, Arkansas high schools were placed in five

enrollment size classifications: 150 students or less, 200 to 350, 400 to 550, 600 to 750, and over 750.

Achievement was based on American College Test scores. Seniors from schools in the three largest
classifications had significantly higher composite cores than those from the two smallest classifications.9
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Similar findings for 46 Nebraska high schools were reported by Jantze, who noted that scholastic
attainment increased as school size increased up to a point somewhere in the 400 tu 799 enrollment range.
Above 800, acluevenient began to show a gradual decrease."

With reference to the exceptional high school senior, those in the upper iO percent, at least one
researcher disagreed with some of the findings previously cited. He concluded that size of school is not an
important factor when the exceptional student's achievement is measured by standardized tests.

Small school proponents frequently contend that student dropout rate is much lower in the small
high schools than in the larger secondary attendance centers. Empirical evidence in support of this
contention was not uncovered. In fact, two of the studies reviewed did indicate that holding power of high
schools is not related to total enrollment. Hartung analyzed dropout rates in 22 Illinois schools outside the
Chicago area and found no statistically significant differences in large and small high school dropout
rates.12 Similar findings for Iowa schools were reported by Opstad, who concluded that school size per se
is not related to a school's holding power.13 Ford reported a study which indicated that during 1964-65
in Washington State counties where small high schools included in this study were located, the dropout
rate was six percent. In the most densely populated counties of Washington, which included the
Seattle-Tacoma complex and Spokane, the rate ranged from 3.69 to 3.99 percent. The state average was
3.89 percent. According to statistics releasal by the Oregon State Department of Education, the same
situation prevails in that state. Hard data support the idea that there is an inverse relationship between the
size of schools and the percentage of high school dropouts in the two most populous states in the
Northwest region.54

Student success in college and its relationship to the size of the secondary school attended also has
been a popular subject for the researcher.

Weaver stated that graduates of large North Carolina high schools averaged more college credit hours
from freshman through senior year than did graduates of small schools. Further, graduates of small North
Carolina high schools had lower college grade-point averages from freshman through senior year than did
graduates of larger schools. The graduates of large hth schools, when compared with graduates of smaller
schools, were less prone to failure in college and more Pkely to graduate14 Carefully documented studies
in Oregon indicate graduates of high schools with enrollments of 100 students or less do significantly less
well in freshman college studies than do their peers from large high schools.54

When related to college success, the optimum enrollments in Iowa secondary attendance centers were
found to be between 400 and 999. Graduates of high schools in this category had not only the highest
proportion of graduates enrolled in college, but they obtained higher college freshman grade-point
averages than did students from smaller or larger schools.6

However, a 1959 study of 127 seniors at Central Michigan University indicated those seniors who had
graduated from large high schools did not have college grade-pt averages significantly higher than
graduates of smaller schools.15 Furthermore, a negative relationship between high school size and college
success was noted for 637 Texas A&M agriculture students who had ranked in the lower quartile on
achievement and aptitude tests in high schoo1.16

One researcher concluded that the pattern of studies completed by a high school student influences
college achievement more than does the size of the secondary school. He concluded, therefore, that if the
small high school could offer the diversity of courses usually found in the larger school, there would be no
difference in college achievement between graduates of small and larger schools."

The Ohio School Survey Committee reported that students from high schools with enrollments under
250 were generally kss well prepared for college and made poorer college records than students who had
graduated from schools with more than 250 pu

Pupil achievement has been considered also in terms of the number of Ph.D's granted to graduates of
secondary schools of various sizes. The findings strongly favored the larger schoolsP

Failure to complete college has also been considered in relation to size of high school. From a study
of 617 students who had v 'thdrawn from the University of Arkansas, the withdrawal rate was
significantly greater among graduates of small schools. However, when the factor of mental ability was
held constant, size of the secondary school attended was of little consequence.20

Size of Enrollment and Educational Costs
Most studies relating school size to educational costs have focused on the secondary schools.

However, Grieder reported the point of greatest economy was reached in elementary schools with an
enrollment of 400 children. According to the same writer, peak economy was attained in secondary
schools of 500 students.21
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Other researchers, including C. B. Smith2 have stressed cost advantages as school size increased to

the 800 to 1,200 pupil range. It appears tnat above this range, cost factors increase as school size increases.

Morris, who called attention to high costs per pupil in schools with enrollments below 200, suggested that

per-pupil expenditure tended to level off after enrollment exceeded 6003 In one Iowa study it was
reported that the lowest secondary school costs were found in schools in the 500 to 800 pupil range.7

Another study in Iowa suggested 1,000 as the optimum secondary enrollment figure for fiscal efficiency.6

One writer stated that the greatest increase in per-pupil expenditure occured as secondary school

enrollment fell below 350 students.24 Peck's results were similar in that per-pupil expenditures and size

were inversely related, and the greatest cost increase came about as enrollment dropped below 350.26

Studies of district-wide educational costs have also established an inverse relationship between size

and cost. This relationship seems to hold when subdistricts in large metrupolitan school districts are
considered.26 An upper limit of the inverse ratio was established by Hansen, however. Focusing upon the

total cost of ed -ational programs in grades one through 12, he investigated 589 school districts in 10

states. District size ranged from 1,500 to over 846,000 with a median of approximately 50,000 pupils.

Hansen asserted that unit costs declined consistently as district size rose to approximately 20,000

students.27
An earlier recommendation specified 10,000 as the optimum enrollment for economic efficiency.28

Knezevich, in turn, suggested that a local school district needs 10,000 to 12,000 pupils to provide a
desirable educational program at a reasonable cost per pupi1.29 In a recent doctoral study, Rajpal limited
his district-wide consideration to the secondary level only. He found the mean instructional expenditure

for Iowa high schools per resident student in average daily attendance decreased consistently from $579 in

districts with secondary enrollments of 51 to 100, to $354 in districts with 801 to 6,000 high school

students."
Morphet, Johns, and Reller, in a recently published work, aiso looked at effects of school size

variations on fluctuations in unit costs. They suggested that in districts with fewer than 1,200 pupils, high

costs deterred provisions for needed educational opportunities. It was noted, however, that beyond the
50,000 level of enrollment, costs tended to rise again and increased as much as $10 per pupil in the very

large districts. It appeared, therefore, that -;ost factors dictate a minimum enrollment o;' 10,000 pupils

within a school district. These writers stated that the optimum enrollment for economic efficiency was

40,000 to 50,000.31
The Committee on Educational Pon( y approached optimum size from standpoints other than costs.

They felt school districts with a pupil population larger than 150,000 are prone to bureaucratic rigidities

and impersonal responses, and are likely to produce an unhealthy tension between concerned parents on

the one hand and top school officials and board members on the other. Even districts below 150,000 pupil
population can become ossified unless provisions are made for the delegation of discretion and authority

to appropriate substructures.66

Size of Enrollment and Breadth of Educational Program
Much of the research concerned with size of educational program relationships has been limited to

the secondary level or to district-wide investigations. However, one study concluded California districts
operating only elementary schools with enrollments of less thr.n 900 were too small legally and practically
to assume full responsibility for the nature and quality of th educational proam. The same conclusion
was deemed applicable to unified K-12 districts of fewer tFan 1,500 students and high school districts

enrolling fewer thal 300 students.32
Most of the literature reviewed at the secondary level favored the larger schedules. Th..: typical Texas

high school with 200 or fewer students, for example, offered an average of 11 subjects while a school with
an enrollment range of 201 to 500 offered 18 subjects. High schools enrolling 500 or more pupils average
27 subject offerings.°3 In an Ohio study in which high school programs were evaluated, it was found that
no high schools with fewer than 200 students were censidered satisfactory. It was not until the 500-pupil
level was reached that a majority of the schools received the satisfactory rating.18

The Morris Survey of secondary schools in nine southern states showed a direct and postive
relationship between curriculum variety and level of enrollment.23 Iowa findings were similar in that the
state's largest high schools had more curricular offering than schools in any other size category."

North Carolina also gives evidence to support the conclusion that larger high schools offer a more
varied program of studies. It was shown that small North Carolina secondary schools schedule more
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courses on an alternate year basis than do the larger schools.14 A 1961 Nationo' Education Association
survey concentrated on course offerings in math, science, and foreign languages. It was found that among
all secondary schools with fewer than 300 pupils in average daily attendance, 10 percent offered no
chemistry; 20 percent did not have a course in physics; 40 percent did not offer trigonometry; and 29
percent failed to offer a foreign language.34

Recent writings in educational administration have urged support for the concept that breadth of
secondary education programs requires sizable enrollments. Van Miller observed that many authorities
suggest that in most cases curriculum needs dictate high school enrollments of 700 to 1,500 or 1arger.35
Knezevich also called attention to statements by writers in the field of education who advocate a
minimum enrollmont figure of 400 to 500 students to help insure quality programs. He also noted that the
same writers have specified 1,500 as the minimum enrollment for a school district.36

Of the several secondary school studies reviewed, Woodham's conclusions were most unusual. From
his doctoral research in Florida schools, he noted a tendency for increases in curriculum offerings to
decelerate after a certain enrollment point is reached. He concluded that course offerings increase rapidly
as size increases to approximately 450 pupils. Above that number, the rate of increase in number of
offering slows appreciably.24

When the entire school district is studied, research findings seem to favor the larger school systems.
According to Sargent, "evidence from several state studies, particularly those in Ohio and New Hampshire,
seems clearly to establish the general relationship between size of district and the quality of education." 37
Faber corroborated Sargent's basic postulate when he reported what his own review indicated that all
districts rated high in "breadth of curriculum" had enrollments in excess of 9,000 pupils." Clark39 and
Rajpa139 have come up with similar findings.

Various educational writers have cited fairly specific enrollment figures as criteria for adequacy of
educational programs. Three recent texts provide excellent examples. Knezevich suggests that a
comprehensive education program would require a district-wide enrollment of at least 10,000. He
commented, however, that an effective intermediate unit (regirnal eduzational Service agency) could
provide needed programs and services in sparsely settled areas. Under such conditions, a minimum
enrollment of 2,400 pupils could be considered acceptable.36 Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee
suggest that no school district carry less than 2,000 children enrolled at any given time with 10,000 as an
optimum enrollment figure to assure program quality.40 Lane, Corwin, and Monahan call attention to
earlier rt. commendations for at least 12,000 students as assurance of adequate programs. Looking to the
future, they suggest that 12,000 pupils may prove to be too few. A minimum enrollment of 10,000 was
proposed as a current and realistic minimum criterion, if the district is to furnish adequate programs and
services for its students.41

Size of Enrollment and Extracurricular Activities
It is logical to assume that the quality and scope of secondary schools' extracurricular programs

might be pertinent to the question of adequate school size. Apparently, such a relationship h.s not 'eceived
research attention as only a few studies were identified that even remotely touched on this point.

One researcher concluded that Indiana high school activity programs, evaluated by criteria set by the
North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, were improved after school district
reorganization. Activity programs in high schools in reorgnized districts were rated signific:antly higher
than their counterpart in nonreorganized districts.42

The limited empirical evidence about pupil participation and evaluation of extracv-rizular activities
was somewhat contradictory. Results of a study of Iowa high schools indicated pupil ar, Nity was greatest
in secondary schools with enrollments of 150 to 399. Students in schools within t;.is size bracket also
rated their extracurricular programs higher than students in c..thools in any other size category.6 In
contrast, a second researcher in the state reported no relationship between school size and extent of
pupil participation in extracurricular activities.13

Woods, in his study of Southern California high schools, approached the question from a different
perspective. He considered parent reaction and found the most favorable parental reaction to the
extracurricular program offering was in the school size range 1,200 to 1,59c: students.43

It is significant that in these times of extensive local district reorganization, one researcher reported a
"definite and consistent relationship between participation in school activities and the distance from home
to school." 44
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Size of Enrollment and Professional Staff Qualifications
Research seems to indicate that a positive relationship exists between measurable professional

qualifications of teachers and size of enrollment. It is possible to cite several pertinent findings. An

Arkansas investigator established an inverse relationship between school size and the number of teachers

with emergency rertification, and the number of teachers instructing outside their major field of
preparation. He discovered, too, that the relative number of teachers with advanced degrees increased with

size of school. 45
The study of secondary schools in nine southern states, referred to earlier, found that the larger the

enrollment, the greater the percentage of teachers holding a master's degreee, and the lower the percentage

of teachers without a bachelor's degree.23
De Good compared Ohio high schools with a 500 to 700 pupil enrollment with those having 200 or

fewer pupils. He found that teachers in smaller schools received lowei slaaries, had fewer years of teaching

experience, and were less likely to hold an advanced degree."
Another researcher reported a direct relationship between size and the percentage of experienced

teachers, the percentage of teachers with standard certificates, the percentage of teachers with degrees

from out-of-state colleges and universities, and the number of pupil units taught by certified teachers. The

amount of college training of the teachers, the percentage of women teachers, and salary ievels were

related directly to size of schoo1.47
In another study, all public high school districts in Iowa were divided into eight size classifications.

When mean qualifications of teachers were compared with school size, tha largest districts had the more

experienced staffs with better academic preparation."
Specific minimal or optimal enrollment recommendations, based upon the factor of teacher

qualifications, were not discovered in the literature. Obviously, however, many writers considered staff
needs and qualification when proposing minimum and optimum enrollments based upon other important
factors.

Two recently published texts clearly illustrated the point that various other personnel considerations
might be pertinent to the question of the proper size of a school. Miller observed that a few authorities
have insisted an elementary attendance center should be of a size conducive to professional stimulation
and flexibility. To achieve these goals, it has been suggested that each elementary school should have at
least two classes, or sections, per grad:. leve1.35 Thus, if 25 to 1 is accepted as a fairly standard
pupil-teache l. ratio, a single K-6 attendance center should have a minimum of 350 pupils.

As previously indicated, Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee suggested 2,000 students as a minimum
and 10,000 as an optimum for school districts. They also recommend a 40,000 maximum in city school
districts with emphasis on the desirability of subdistricting; they reasoned that when enrollment in a
district exceeds 40,000, it is too large and runs the risk of becoming bureaucratic."

Size of Enrollment and Special Services
The special services considered here are supplementary and include guidance, counseling, and

psychological services. Also included are services and programs classified under the heading of special

education. These cover remedial classes and special classes for exceptional or handicapped children.

The literature is plentiful on the subject of special prcgrams and services as they relate to the size of

districts, particularly in the area of special education in which incidence ratios and pupil population totals

are extremely important. In all special service fields, scholars such as Dawson" and Conant" have

provided meaningful data concerning the desirable numbers of pupils receiving special programs and

services. A detailed review of the abundant research relating school size to provision of special services, is,

however, far beyond the scope of this report. Only a few illustrative examples are presented here.

The guidance program, particularly at the secondary level, has received a great deal of attention. A

majority of the studies reviewed deal primarily with counselor-student ratios; Conant's recommendations

of one counselor for every 300 or 400 students are referred to frequently in more recent literature.19

Hecher, who studied high school dropouts, can be included among the staunch advocates of effective

guidance services for secondary students. His recommendation is to have one full-time counselor serve a

maximum of 500 o'_idents.50
The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools has recommended that all schools

enrolling fewer than 300 pupils should provide at least one half-time guidance counselor, and that schools

with enrollments in excess of 300 should have one full-time counselor for every 500 students.51
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The National Health Survey for July 1957. to July 1')";. points out that for each 1)300 children
under 15 years of age. 41 had a chronic or permanent dct Ich would necessitate educational
provisions. For those requiring special services, 8 percent had Nfl. n allies. 15 percent had auditory
problems. 26 percent had speech defects. 36 percent had ai. poiblein.. and 14 percent
exi.erienced a variety of other difficulties.52 The National Health Surve pr- .(1 tepresentatne (0
some ot the problems confronting the public schools m providing special service._

I he si/e of a .chool di..trit:t is obviously related to ability to provide the necessary ii pr();Ir.ttn,

and .crsi,es. Patterson'. doc.toral research showed the professional qualification% t IA sir N ic
iv:rmifillei 11.0.0 a parallel Increase with school site.4' De Good reported similar findings ji. own ,1 it

guidance prt ?rams m Ohio's %mailer high schools were weaker than those in the Luger schools:lb
found that sccondarv school% enrolling 400 to (P)9 students ranked highest in terms of emplo!, mem t :

certificated tounsclors and number 01 counseling hours as allahly lo students. IloAever.
onvdt ratio:2 was gis cil fo ernplo !. mem of qualified hbrarians and number of libraran hours

students, the lughest ranked s4.- ht n)ls Were in the 1,000 or more -ategory.'5-

Other apph,ations t 11w I c criterion to specul service% for students arc noted ifs the literature. hut
these are not within the intended of this ;wort. Attention should be given to the standards %et lot

!INA \ rsi.cs per,onnel ht,oks. and materials. 11!. the North ( entral Association of College, .11,1
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ANALYSIS OF COSTS: LARGE SCHOOL STUDY

Characteristics of the Urban Scene
The phenomenon of urbanization is the result of the continual migration of people no longer nceded

for farm production to the cities. The concentration of industry and the unplanned growth of

metropolitan areas has resulted in the accumulation of a high density of people with highly diverse

backgrounds, education, capability, interests, life style and whatever other descriptive words one might

carc to use. This basic heterogeneity places unusual demands upon the education system which is required

to provide educational opportunity to students in such a way (the teaching process) that the client

progresses to the extent of his capability. The heterogeneity of the city population, particularly in

socioeconomic aspects, has increased rather than decreased in recent years.

Specific trends which have brought this about are the exodus of members of the higher

socioeconomic strata to the suburbs and their replacement with those from lower socioeconomic

backgrounds. In addition, forced by both overt and covert social practices and political policies, and by

economic pressures, racial and ethnic groups have tended to congregate more and more in the older and

evermore greatly deteriorating sections of the cities. The result is a growing disparity t etween the school

chentele and their needs in these "ghettoized" groups and those of traditional middle class background for

whose service the schools, as they have evolved, are better suited. The resulting particular needs are usually

spoken of in terms of a student "deprivation," which may be "economic," "cultural," or simply

"educational- but which is essentially an admission of the many diverse problems of educating in the

Urban scene.
The ecographical and socioeconomic stratification of society in the cities has generated other social

problems such as increased crime ratee and greater school wrekvancy, which add ditTiculty and cost to the

educational program.

The Increased Demands on Educational Institutions
The factors which have given rise to urbanization mechanization: automation; in general,

technological advance have sharply reduced employment opportunities for the unskilled, the untrtined,

and the uneducated. As a consequence, educational systems are required to educate more students in snore

areas. Absorption of unskilled laborers in the employment circle becomes more difficult each year. The

responsibilliy of the schools in this area is compounded because those who in former times dropped out of

school, bur still had a plac:: in the labor market, represent a more difficult segment of the school

population to educate adequately. Thus, in the traditional learning areas, the task is more difficult. The

problem is aaravated in large urban school districts because of the concentration and stratification of

students who fall into this category.
In addition, the need for considerably more diverse education and other services has expanded with

the growing eomplesitv of society, requirements of universities, multiplicity of employment modes,

mobilo} of people, and changing social and moral attitudes. This need for broader scope has also been

heightened tr. the increased desire for more involvement in the operation of the schools by the Federal

government, students, teachers, and community people. All of these tend to be accentuated in the large

urban schoel disfriets und give rise to a variety of specific needs which require satisfaction.

Siie and Complexity
Intintivel one expects large school districts to be operationally somewhat more efficient than

smaller chstri,:ts because of the possibility of centralizing some administrative and service functions. In

addition, the greater financial base of a large district permits the lnring of specialists in particular

aditmlistratnie areas who may provide a higher level of service than those not formally trained; examples

of such areas are purchasing, Inianee, and research. On the other hand. in very large systems, the required

torniality of some procedures may result in delays which may represent operational inefticienty but not

necessarily cost inefficiency .
I th: wt.- .old , omple \ t t) ot a large .,k'llool district stlill as one of the group I districts also poses

,ommunication and organizational problems not 'Mind in smaller districts.
' M26
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Table I

PER-PUP1L COST FOR SALARIES

Size
Group

Cert. Staff Prof. & Tech.
Sec'y. Craft
and Other Empl. Bnfts. Total

Teach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other

1 $401 $ 98 $7 $14 $ 8 $105 $21 $19 $438 $235

2 391 100 2 13 9 109 21 17 423 239

3 360 85 1 7 6 92 17 14 384 198

4 344 78 1 5 8 83 16 13 369 179

5 351 83 1 5 7 90 16 14 376 192

6 334 72 1 2 14 85 18 12 366 171

7 350 83 1 2 8 96 17 14 376 195

8 376 84 4 7 108 18 15 401 211

9 491 68 1 4 14 173 26 22 532 267

State
Average

$ 374 $ 89 $ 3 $ 9 $ 8 $ 98 $19 $16 $404 $212

OTHER PER-PUPIL COSTS

Size Suppl. & Mtl. Contr. Serv. Cptl. Outlay Books Travel

GrL...:n Teach. Other Teach. Other Teach. Other Text tibr. Instr. Other

1 $ 13 $33 $8 $ 41 $ 6 $ 8 $6 $ 4 $2 $ 3

2 13 39 4 36 8 12 8 5 2 3

3 11 37 3 40 7 12 7 4 2 3

4 12 37 1 39 7 14 7 4 2 2

5 13 41 2 48 7 14 6 4 2 2

6 14 41 2 48 8 19 8 5 2 2

7 16 47 2 56 6 17 8 5 2 3

8 18 57 2 78 9 23 9 5 1 3

9 15 73 2 160 4 23 12 8 1 6

State $ 13 $38 $4 $ 43 $ 7 $12 $ 7 $ 4 $ 2 $ 3
Average

1J W. Johnston and R. L. fluschbom. "Commonality Analysis, Per.Pupil Expenditure Patterns."
366



Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this study is to identify if possible the origin of the highei educational costs which

apply to the large school districts. Because of the multiplicity of potential factors, it is necessary to
examine in some detail the various cost elements of large school districts in reference to some base and to

compare them in such a way that the comparisons are valid. In comparing the educational programs from
school district to school district, a number of parameters are used. Costs are frequently termed in "dollars
per student," class loads in "students per teacher," and overheads in "other certificated personnel per
teacher." Unfortunately, direct comparisons of such parameters are frequently not valid because of
variations resulting from the nature of the school funding process, the nature of the school district
organization and educational program, and the difficulty of making one-to-one correspondences in the
various program elements. In this study we have attempted to compensate for some of the accidental
variations so that greater insight into the important factors may be gained.

General Approach
In seeking the reasons for higher costs in the group 1 school districts (see Appendix A), the following

general approach was used. The total cost per pupil in group 1 districts was compared with the average
cost for those in group 4 which was used as the reference level. Because the total costs were not directly
comparable, adjustments for different average salary levels and class loadings were made. The adjusted

costs for the group I districts were then compared to the average of the group 4 districts to establish a
differential which more truly represented the variations in program from district to district than did the
unadjusted total costs.

A survey (see Appendix C) was made of group 1 districts to determine their ideas of the origin of the

excess costs, and the results were used as an aid to interpretation.

Per-Pupil Cost Comparisons
Analysis of per-pupil expenditure patterns shows higher average unit costs in size groups 1 and 2 than

in the size groups ranging in enrollment down to only 500 students per district. Size group 4, witii an
average enrollment of from 2,500 to 5,000, was chosen as a comparison reference for the group 1 districts.

The choice was somewhat arbitrary, but was made because group 4 has the lowest reported per-:upil
expenditure average and the districts in a sense have the simplest organization, generally comprised one

high school, possibly one or two junior high schools, and supporting elementary schools.
In comparing the group 1 districts with the group 4 average, various program aspects have been

considered to account for the cost differences.
Table I provides a breakdown of total school costs for the school year 1968-69 as a function of

various accounting categories. Table 2 summarizes the cost information for size groups 1 and 4.
The significant point in Table 2 is that it is only the differences in salary costs which account for the

difference in total per-pupil cost; other costs are about the same for the two groups. What then, are the

reasons for the approximate SI 25 per-pupil differential between Groups I and 4?

Table 2

PER-PUPIL COSTS SIZE GROUPS 1 AND 4
(Dollars per Pupil)

Salary Costs
Teacher Other Total Other Total

Group 1 $428 $ 235 $663 $124 $787

Group 4 369 179 548 1 2 5 673

Dif ference $ 69 $ 56 $ 125 $ (1) $124



Salary Considerations
The average annual teacher (base) salary in the school year 1968-69 for group I was $8,736 and for

igoup 4 $8,189. The difference, $547, is 6.3 percent of the group 1 salary. The c.rresponding difference
for all certificated personnel expressed as a percentage is about the same. Although the salary differential
tor classified personnel in groups 1 and 4 is not known, no significant error is introdueed by assuming that
the differential for all salaries if 6.3 percent. This percentage can be used to normalize the group 1 salary
costs (expressed as dollars per pupil) to those of group 4. Thus, 6.3 percent of $663, the group 1 average
salary costs per pupil, is $42. The normalized salary cost then becomes $621, which, all other things being
equal, may be compared directly with the group 4 average of $548. Similarly, the adjusted total
cost per pupil becomes $745 which, again, all other things being equal, may be compared with the
adjusted value of $673. The salary adjustments for all six group 1 districts (Table 3) were c:Aculated in a
similar manner and appear as the second line of Table 4. (For additional information on relative salary
positions see Appendix B.)

StudentStaff Considerations
As is well known, variation in the staff loading is an important variable in its effect upon per-pupil

costs. A change of one student per teacher at a class loading of 25 represents a 4 percent change in teacher
salary costs per student.

The reported group 4 average pupil-teacher ratio is 25.8, whereas that for group 4 is 24.4. The
percentage difference in the ratios is 5.4 percent. When this is applied to the salary costs per pupil of the
gyoup I average of $428 per pupil, it is equivalent to a reduction of $23 per pupil. In effect this
calculation says if the average class loadings of both group 1 and group 4 districts were 25.8, the average
per pupil salary cost of the group 1 districts would be $23 less. Similar calculations were made to
determine the staff loading adjustments for all 6 of the group 1 districts; these are recorded on line 3 of
Table 4.

Table 3

PER-PUP1L COST ELEMENTS
( Dollars per Pupil)

Salary Costs
Other Costs Total CostsTeacher Other Total

Group 1 $428 $235 $663 $124 $787

Group 4 369 179 548 125 673

Seattle 461 232 694 128 822

Tacoma 510 269 778 130 908

Spokane 421 215 646 107 753

Highline 374 230 604 139 743

Edmonds 372 219 591 105 696

Bellevue 428 236 664 136 800
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Information !tom thr &Unit") as summarised m thc fottotsmi sew.. holt tot those dettrit h trspotuith:

Some intruptrtssir ..littlmcrst as also possuled

1 Ici testsmate4 c,.rus 4.osts SKS pet r.ipilo

kcisalis of the Bellevue survey diu.ktsed the sitons belief that lush salary 4o.sts bons 4ettifs.ated
and 4,Lasulie4 constitute41 :he bigrest smsk item of the csess 4olts, altistut ."0 pettent Putieram

and tor...auction plannins and research aounted tut another 10 to IS percer.t

Prosisson ot asdes and payment tot svott formerly done as part of a trashet's pob *as thought
esiutvaknt to S perixnt of` the excess 4:otts

Negotiation costs. motsvationsl tdrop,aut prevention. piutfairit, uri.ust4 , and rick! tnp Clpellte
were each estuhated AI one to two percent of the clicvlak.

The remainder included no items of mcre than SI per student

From the respor.es to the survey. it is apparent that subu ban Belkvue has few of the t),pi,cal

problems of the large urban dwnet. Expenditure% for the disadvantaged ate nil. spendulg tor
remtdial programs low, and subsidy Of provilion of special pupd iervicet n minor. It appears

that a very high fraction of the education-al funds gots directly mto esaucational programs as
opposed to peripheral services.
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4141a "f Af'ir fs lOtf Itg:!%t I!.c la:,Attor. 1 :ft cv.o,,t, et Jhc ;ng . Ar. tx. inferred
rl 1.04

S.:411,c av i nth trot' ralt 4 17 pc:,rwt4c 1:in1c i t' U.ttI.o t;on 4..4tta:11 4nd 4

4T rr lt*. Oc 41Cd %LAI 'I arc , 13to,014-41 a: las.t:t.orn Ic, licri

tI li c 4i;pr4vc t. tpcnd 1c tX. iIIii Nt,cnt.arc of it t Iundt Ifl thc rtt1u hon Actont 4:11
:rlailicit 114, bon 41,1 it% crtifi,fcj ivtuonnci Cir k lasixtorn tca,:hcr ...Ltccors On the

Katc,wc hAt thc unt4iIctf It 44, Ilion isf staff incintscrs in 11w lassafocd 4.3tcgo1 and thc
larr:c%1 fraL tion of total cspcnilitzstrt dcsotcd i ,c:tifisated personnel of aro of fhc tft)ur
dotti, I bc fa,ts trflc4.1 thc indisidual ,hata.tct of thc Relic-sue +1,0cm %huh enwhatitcs
thc .ire l tpc.ialitts, dcsclopmcnt and .osirdinalson, and greater-tha.1 ascrage law of
:oi,ns.c14,rs rather than unahcr ,Las, ksadmr,

Uric ratio of ,crtsfisatcd personnel to classt,liont Ica,li( t is higher for I a,o;na and 8,11c-sue than
thc othcf des!f gOls tv thc JAC of Belles Ise this is duc . at esplamed ahose, to a programmatic
dc,ition to cmphasa1c other ;nylon: obscstnt-A rather than reduced +Lass sir- In Tacoma. the
Law rtsipiotttors of nontea+hers is undoubted!) bccautic of the estensise number ot proiciAs.
yksrisiorcd through special federal and stale pant+ and cs+all) earmarked fund+. that require the
usic of teas hers sn other nslc-% than .lassroom tea+ lung

Ihc lower frastson of Bellevue cmpkt)ces in the aassified +.11C1t0f) potash!) reflech the lower
maintenance and operating resiunements of newer plant however, the same explanation does
not tuff:ix for tics,ma which in reLatise terms es an -old- s)stem

the crcalcr usc of jades m the 1-1monds system agam reflects an mdmdual charac:tenstIc and
helps csplair the high staff loading associated with this district If two aides were treated as
(-guts aient to one Icahet. tlw siudentteacher ratio would bc reduced hy one to 24.9.
the fractsori of staff in thc teaching category would increase ii this equivalence of aides to
IC34.hers %vete used

rhe differences between the student-teacher and sludent..certificated staff ratios for groups I
and 4 arr sec) similar about O percent suggesting that the telative utilization of personnel ts
not too different foe thc two groups, that is, the distribution of teachers, adnuntstrators.
spei.lalists, etc . ma) riot differ extemases) between the two groups.

Table7

FEDERAL AND SPECIAL LEVY FUNDS
(Dollars per Pupil)

Seattle Tacoma Spokane Highline Edmonds Bellevue

Special Levy $ 171 $165 $137 $167 $122 $213

Federal Funds 56 70 35 28 24 13

Total $ 227 $235 $172 $195 3146 $ 226
37$ Iii
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t. Oat.; 11 'vide .114.41 si Mit; .1144's. i'fsii.it Iv !cr., ieveN, sith iiiI
I. ..t I li14 INC haw!, , on, -riling tht. itcm% (1st-rid IN% Itic

t. I .11,1 .1

I ! It t.,. /1%tri, 1 ucl thu Vti1ii.I 1 SS I JrNats arrls priiiiarilS 10 an e %tended
,, I,tani 1014: ItatliIi0nal I but 111110% isc I III I 1114. I lig lot Ow prtvgram 14.

1 1c, sal l a kind. IA 1u, h. basis. are Ole largest ill au-, of Ihe group I
ift.iri, ts f %cc I able I

;t I. prob.ible that Lie nit J for the Distrht SSOI applies J number 01
leturc unas.o..1 stet, %soh t:ic base IL-duiatonal pror. -1 I hese intim a moderately estensave

hok I psogram some s4ths..1% iii trailpi rtation and totid c.4.,,e5. cosh 01 .4,urn3,
7.14.1.ine and wry ke to 01 11.:P. I he adjusted proi..: iosts for the Ilighline District were only 7
per. cm greater than the 4 average iosts

I he net dutch:mu! fur 's Spokane IhstrKt was only Si(.. whikh does not .scem enough to

.-1ei the cs,ess espense ,i'grsted hy the sursey tilt must he remembered. however. that the
.urvey is based ,uffew program whereas the swish, al data used in development of Table 4
are tor the 19(044)9 s hoof sear Although urrent urban programs are undoubtedly more
estensi. e Oian thine 01 0-e tso )ears 40. the general .....,,acter will not have 4:hanged

appri.i.i_it'I I hus. t MO be Ill a 1 the haw educational p:ogram ire actually less than the
,orresp.inding koNls I or the proup 4 district plisstliinty is suppos Z.70 by the fact that
Spokaiw does not operate a kilideigarten rrogram. which is equivalent in cost to perhaps 3
per,-eff: of the total program The Spokane survey re pony" identified as the major items of
escess costs. drop-out anif prevention. remedial programs. educational television: food,
transportation. and driver's training subsidies. improved teaching of basic skills: operation of a
dental chnit . and various smaller items. In I 96K-69 Sp .,kane's per-pupil special levy and Federal
funds were quite low.

net dilferenual for the 1 acon..; School Disbit was the highest for the group, amounting to
SI 32 per pupil. A number of the items reported !n 11..- survey response related to programs for
the disadvantaged and included the following relieving the ell fs of racial imbalance.
auginegted cotinscling and guidance. and iinproving the teaching of basic skills.

I he 1.10111u program appears to coupk. a 'clatively strong basic educational program with a Variety
01 cleinelits designed to Cope With rohlems arising from the urban scene.

Subsidy of district programs as well as work tor the State Department ol Institutions Was also felt to
represent a Considerable contribution to excess toms. In a recent listing. the Tacoma School District
reported over 50 spectal programs ranging in we from a few thousand dollars to over S600.000. Even in
196N-69. Federal fundsng approached S2.5 million. The combination ol Federal and special levy funding
was Inc highest iser pupil of any of the six group I districts, although not much greater than that of
Bellevue or Seattle.

Summar) and Conclusions
Total per-purl costs tor the six group I districts were adjusted 1.0 different salary bases and for

different class loadings. The adjusted values were then compared with the average total per-pupil cost for
the group 4 districts, which was used .os the reference base. The dilleri.aces bet we..n the adjusted costs for

the group I district% and the referi. Ice Were interpseted in terms of l'r°ha I :atures obtained front

stl Me)
Following are the major conclusions developed in this study:

Total cost pe pupil wit!. no analysis or interpretation is not a good means for program
comparison.

Higher salaries in the large and older school distriLts accounted for from 30 to 90 percent of the
cost differential between these districts and the group 4 average.
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Smaller pupil-tea her ratios act minted tor from 10 to .10 per,vnt ot Inc dlicreniut ill m
is. but in the other !our k lass loading was not igtiit antis dIhCrenl th,AI 01.11 of OW g.ronp

4

liirhline and I-dmonds had net differentials which were CtinivAcni to only n or 7 percent ot
total per.ptipil osts h !hest' Mist' from tariety ot '.111ses rehled lo %WC.

Bellevue had an appreciabl larger net d it feren t tal as compared wit U the other suburban
districts. I his is believed to be the result of bill eXpanded educational program supported b
relatitel large special les

Spokane reported a number ol supplemental program elements, but had adjusted program costs
k-lose to the group 4 average. 'Fins suggest% the base educational program may actually be less in
real cost than the reference.

Tacoma 's net differential was the largest of the group 1 districts and seemed to he in keeping
with the description of special programs in operation in the district and the level of Federal and
special 1...vy funding.

Anal sis of the data for the Seattle district disclosed that the cost differential could be
explained primarily by a lngh sAary level and low pupil-teacher ratios. The net differential was
only 4 percent of total costs.

1-xtraordinary costs associated with large suburban districts are probably not extensive. perhaps
in the range of 5 to 10 percent. For the Seattle and Tacoma districts, which have typical "big
city problems, the additional costs may range from 15 to 20 percent.

Large school districts have considerable resources and as a consequence have a significant
advantage in a number of areas: for example, planning and research. This factor shotdd not be
overlooked since it is a feature having considerable but perhaps intangible value.
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Appendix A

DEFINITION OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUPS

Size
r=roup

Ave Annual
Enrollment

Range

Number
of

Districts

Number
of

BO I di ngs

Total
Ave. Annual
Enrol lment

Average
District
Annual

Enrol lment

1 >20,000 6 390 233,508 38,918

2 10,000-19,999 9 208 122,809 13,645

3 5,000-9,999 20 273 138,658 6,933

HS 4 29 237 100,920 3,480

,i-IS 4 2,600-4,999 1 9 3,393 3,393

lotal 4 30 246 104,313 3,477

5 1,600-2,599 25 160 53,274 2,131

HS 6 27 127 33,716 1,249

NHS 6 1,030-1,599 1 6 1,303 1,303

Total 6 28 133 35,019 1,251

HS 7 58 231 41,710 719

NHS 7 500-999 2 6 1,361 680

Total 7 60 237 43,071 718

HS 8 50 159 16,360 327

NHS 8 200-499 15 22 4,956 330

Total 8 65 181 21,316 328

HS 9 26 77 3,466 133

NHS 9 <200 58 58 3,343 58

Total 9 83 135 6,809 81

Total HS 250 1,862 744,421 2,978

Total NHS 77 101 14,356 186

Total State 326 1,963 758,778 2,320



Appendix B

CLASSROOM TEACHERS' SALARIES 1970-71 SCHOOL YEAR

In another part of the Special Levy Stud0 it was pointed out that the average salaries of
teachers and, in general, other employees are high in group 1 ($9,794 per classroom teacher) and
decline steadily to group 9 ($7,659 per classroom teacher). How, then, does the average salary vary from
district to district in group 1, recognizing that there are significant differences among the districts? Table
1 shows in column 1 the average classroom teacher's salary for the school year 1969-70. The four entries
that are starred fall into one group with an average annual salary of $10,700; the range is $266. The two
unstarred entries represent significantly lower salaries and average $9,243 with a range of $316.

The salaries as listed in column 1 are not directly comparable, since they do not reflect the
professional maturity of the staff. The maturity of the staff experience and educational
advancement are considered in the state funding formula through the staff weighting factor. The staff
weighting factor is inteneded to increase the district's entitlement in proportion to the professional
maturity; however, it is only partially successful in doing so. The staff weighting factors listed in column 2
of Table 1 provide some insight to the character of the respective teaching staffs. They st.ggest that
Spokane, Tacoma, and Seattle, in that order, ha-:e teachers who are more experienced and/or highly
educated than those of the other three districts. Edmonds would appear to have the least experienced
and/or youngest staff with Highline and Bellevue not far behind. This is not surprising, since the former
districts are all associated with large cities of relatively stable population. Further, they are districts of
such size as to offer multiple teaching opportunities within their bounds. This, coupled with the
desirability of living in a ni:'tropolitan area, encourages teachers not to move.

In column 3 of Toole 1 the teacher salaries have been adjusted by dividing the salaries of column 1
by the respective weighting factors. This tends to diminish the effect of the maturity factor and makes the
figures more directly comparable. Note now thaL ti c starred values fall within an even smaller range, $85
per year, than before adjustment. The unstarred group also falls in a tighter range, $172 per year. Note
also that the adjustment for staff maturity has brought the two groups closer together, but the
Edmonds-Highiine salary group is still significantly less than the other four.

Additional insight can be obtained from Table 2 which provides special levy information for the
group 1 school districts. Here it is seen that the unstarred districts of Table 1 are disadvantaged with
respect to their per-student revenue because of the lower assessed property values. One might be tempted
to infer that the low tax base influences, to some extent, the salary policies of the Highline and Edmonds
districts. The starting and 3ixth-year preparation maximum salaries from the salary schedules of these
districts suggest this is not the case since they are at or above the mean for the group 1 districts. More
detailed knowledge of past history and of the salary schedules is required to clarify this point.

In summary, if one adjusts the teacher salaries by use of the staff weighting factor, the average
salaries for classroom teachers in the Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, and Bellevue districts are not very
different. The corresponding salaries for the Highline and Edmonds districts are significantly lower. The
averace salary trend is as expected higher in the urban districts of relatively stable enrollment and
lower in those experiencing recent growth and having a greater proportion of younger teachers.

1R. L. Buschbom. "Washington State Public School Teacheçari Administrative Personnel Salary Schedule and Salary
Trends."
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Table 2

GROUP 1 SCHOOLSSPECIAL LEVY INFORMATION

Mills @ 50%
Assessed Valuation

Dollars per

Student

Dollars per

Studm It

UAW
Seattle 6.58 $ 171 26.49

Tacoma 12.22 165 13.36

Spokane 9.30 137 14.74

Highline 17.69 167 9.47

Edmonds 14.97 122 8.23

Bellevue 15.92 213 13.43

Average 12.78 163 14.29



Appendix C

LARGE SCHOOL SURVEY

Initially it was thought desirable to survey the large schools in order to identify special programs that

may have been established to meet specific needs, or because the larger districts have resources to innovate

and implement special programs. A letter advising the superintendents of all districts of the intent of
conducting such a survey was sent early in October, 1970. Meetings with personnel of four of the districts

took place in mid-month to identify program elements associated with added costs. Following these visits

a joint meeting was held with representatives from Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, and the Special Levy Study

Commission office. At this meeting it was agreed that the program elements for consideration should be

couched in terms of special needs of the large school systems and the measures required to satisfy them.

This approach was followed and the information sought was incorporated into a format which, after
review by personnel of two districts, was finalized and mailed October 23. (A copy of this material

follows.)
Completed forms from four of the districts, Bellevue, High line, Spokane and Tacoma, trickeled in

during the period November 6 through December 16. The results were compiled and uncertainties clarified

by follow-up telephone calls. The estimated extraordinary cost totals were as follows:

Extraordinary Costs

Bellevue Highline Spokane Tacoma

(Dollars per Pupil)

(Current) $90 $50 $125 $250

Gross Differential
(1968-69) 127 70 80 235

Considering the subjective judgments required for many of the responses, some redundancies in a few
of the progam elements listed in the form, and the lack of a normalized reference base, these estimates
are not at all bad.

The value of the survey is primarily to pinpoint program elements peculiar to a particular school
district rather than to unearth detailed cost information. The results are discussed M the body of the
report.
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October 23, 1970

SuNrintendent
School District No.

, WaslUngton

Dear

Th;s communication is a follow-up on my letter of October 6, 1970, and ensuing discussions with
you and your staff.

The attached form is a listing of elements which may be unique to large school districtsparticularly
urban districts. These elements may result in additional costs in comparison with smaller urban, suburban,
or rural districts. We would appreciate your providing the cost estimate information needed to complete
columns 3 and 4. If possible, we would like to have your response by November 4.

To achieve uniformity of response, a guidance sheet for completion of the form is provided. If you
have any question or rind the timing impossible, please call me collect on 509-946-2650, Richland,
Washington.

For your information, this form was based upon (1) initial identification of possible added costs by
discussions with personnel of four of the districts involved, (2) review and establishment of a format with
representatives of three districts and personnel of the Commission, and (3) review in the near-final format
by personnel of two districts. We hope, by reason of the evolutionary process through which this form was
prepared, that it will be manageable for you and at the same time provide information useful to the
Temporary Special Levy Study Commission. Bellevue, Edmonds, High line, Seattle, Spokane and Tacoma
constitute the school districts being surveyed.

Thank you in advance for your continued interest and participation.

Very truly yours,

E. E. Voiland
EEV:slm
Ends.
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(47104Vt FOR COMPLUTION 01 FORM

Please fC 111CIrt hc I that the purilinc of this es Cr ise is to ulentif), only estrae rdmxy or additional L dtg"

School District such As VOW'S ma hjVC to incur besause of site and ur'Aan character 1 hu hst

is intended as a hc k list. Many items may not be applicable. where they ae not. pkase line them

out. .Add any items that are approprute These Ina)o be simply. identili:d by number. using the roman

numeral. arabic numeral. and letter designation as appropnate.

2. Added costs in dollars per student (column 3) should be based on the nomber of full.time eqmsakrit

students in the )'- I 2 program. Kindergarten children should he counted as O. M. ii they attend
school only half J day. Special education students should not he included

3. The estimate% in column 3 need not cover each individual item listed in column 2: they should.

however, apply to each itcm listed in column I. However, the more detailed the information thc

more useful. Perhaps a compromise would be to break out the most significant items of column 2

and lump the remainder under "Other."

4. It is recognized that some cost elements can be estimated quite precisely, e.g.. a transportation

subsidy, whereas others can be estimated only roughly. In some instances a subjective "guesstimate"

is the best that can be provided. It would be helpful if entries in the third column were labeled with

A, B. or C; A would represent the firmest estimate and C a "top-of-the-head" estimate.

5. In compiling cost information by summing a number of parts, there is a tendency to overestimate.

Please review the total incremental cost estimate in terms of the total budget or other appropriate

cost element to see if it is reasonable.
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o
s
t
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

M
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
y
i
n
g
 
D
e
m
a
n
d

D
ol

la
rs

 p
er

 S
tu

de
nt

L
o
c
a
l
/
S
t
a
t
e
/
O
t
h
e
r

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
m
o
r
e
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
,

m
e
t
h
o
d
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
r
e
m
e
d
i
a
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
a
t

a
l
l
 
l
e
v
e
l
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
:

a
.

Pr
ed

ro
po

ut
 id

en
tif

ic
at

io
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

b
.
 
I
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

g
u
i
d
a
n
c
e
.

c
.

R
ee

nt
ry

 p
ro

gr
am

s.

d
.
 
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
:

a
.
 
H
e
a
d
 
S
t
a
r
t
 
a
n
d
 
F
o
l
l
o
w
-

T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
t
y
p
e
 
n
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

b
.
 
A
d
v
a
n
c
e
d
 
(
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
)

c
o
u
r
s
e
s
.

c
.
 
G
i
f
t
e
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

d
.
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
f
o
r
 
p
r
e
g
n
a
n
t
 
g
i
r
l
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
:

a
.
 
A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

b
.
 
E
n
r
i
c
h
m
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

c
.
 
W
o
r
k
 
s
t
u
d
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

d
.
 
O
u
t
d
o
o
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.



6
.
 
I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
e
m
p
h
a
s
i
s
 
o
n
 
c
a
r
e
e
r

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,
 
a
s
 
c
o
m
-

p
a
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
a
t
o
r
y

c
o
u
r
s
e
s
.

(
T
h
e
r
e
 
i
s
 
a
n
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
-

i
n
g
 
c
o
n
c
e
r
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
a
p
p
r
o
-

p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 
c
u
r
A
c
u
-

l
u
m
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
r
g
e
 
f
r
a
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

u
r
b
a
n
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
w
h
o
 
a
r
e
 
o
c
c
u
-

p
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
l
y
 
o
r
i
e
n
t
e
d
.
)

7
.
 
!
A
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
d
e
m
a
n
d
 
f
o
r
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

(
G
e
n
e
r
a
l
l
y
 
t
h
e

l
a
r
g
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
,
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r

d
e
m
a
n
d
 
f
o
r
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
)

o
g
i

D
e
m
a
n
d
s
 
o
n
 
U
r
b
a
n
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

C
)
0
1
.
 
P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
c
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
-

t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.

2
.
 
R
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
t
o

c
o
p
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
a
n
d

m
o
r
e
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
x
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

3
.
 
D
e
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
"
v
o
l
u
n
t
e
e
r
"
 
a
c
t
i
-

v
i
t
y
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
:

a
.
 
V
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
g
u
i
d
a
n
c
e

a
n
d

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
.

b
.
 
R
e
l
e
v
a
n
t
 
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

c
.
 
t
i
o
r
k
-
s
t
u
d
y
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m

p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
c
a
p
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
.

b
.
 
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

II
I.

 I
ns

tr
uc

tio
nT

ea
ch

er
s

A
d
d
e
d
 
C
o
s
t
s

C
o
s
t
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

M
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
y
i
n
g
 
D
e
m
a
n
d

D
o
l
l
a
r
s
p
e
r
S
t
u
d
e
n
t

L
o
c
a
l
/
S
t
a
t
e
/
O
t
h
e
r

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
t
o
 
s
e
r
v
e
 
o
n

c
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
.

b
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
i
n
t
e
r
n

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

(
T
h
i
s
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
y
 
w
i
l
l

e
x
p
a
n
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
d
o
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

"
F
o
u
r
t
h
 
D
r
a
f
t
"
 
c
e
r
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

p
l
a
n
.
)

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
i
n
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

f
o
r
 
n
e
w
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
d
e
m
a
n
d
.

b
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
s
e
n
s
i
t
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

t
o

n
e
e
d
s
 
o
f
 
m
i
n
o
r
i
t
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
s
.

a
.
 
R
e
i
m
b
u
r
s
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.

b
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
-
-
a
i
d
e
s
,

p
a
r
e
n
t
s
,
 
e
t
c
.



D
e
m
a
n
d
s
 
o
n
 
U
r
b
a
n
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

1
.
 
B
r
o
a
d
 
s
p
e
c
t
r
u
m
 
o
f

f
o
o
d
 
s
e
r
-

v
i
c
e
s
.

(
S
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
f
o
o
d
 
p
r
o
-

g
r
a
m
s
 
m
a
y
 
n
o
t
 
b
e

f
u
l
l
-
c
o
s
t

r
e
c
o
v
e
r
y
,
 
h
e
n
c
e
 
m
u
s
t

b
e
 
s
u
p
-

p
o
r
t
e
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

f
u
n
d
,

a
 
d
i
v
e
r
s
i
o
n
 
o
f

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

f
u
n
d
s
 
t
o
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
a
r
e

n
o
t
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
,
b
u
t
 
a
r
e

o
f

g
r
e
a
t
 
i
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
i
n
 
e
n
a
b
l
I
n
g

s
o
m
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
t
o

l
e
a
r
n
.
)

1
4
=
k

I 1
2
.
 
T
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n

3
.
 
B
r
i
n
g
i
n
g
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
t
o

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
s
i
n
c
e
 
f
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

h
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
n
o
t
 
a
v
a
i
l
 
h
i
m
s
e
l
f

o
f
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
b
y

o
t
h
e
r
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.

IV
. P

up
il 

Se
rv

ic
es

A
d
d
e
d
 
C
o
s
t
s

C
o
s
t
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

M
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
y
i
n
g
 
D
e
m
a
n
d

D
og

is
 p

er
 S

tu
de

nt
L
o
c
a
l
/
S
t
a
t
e
/
O
t
h
e
r

a
.
 
S
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e
 
f
r
e
e

l
u
n
c
h
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

b
.
 
S
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e
 
b
r
e
a
k
f
a
s
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

c
.
 
U
n
d
e
r
w
r
i
t
e

a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
d
 
p
e
r
i
p
h
e
r
a
l

c
o
s
t
s
-
-
c
u
s
t
o
d
i
a
l
,
 
u
t
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
e
t
c
.

a
.
 
S
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e

c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
e
d
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

f
r
o
m
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
f
u
n
d
.

b
.
 
U
n
d
e
r
w
r
i
t
e
 
c
o
s
t
/
s
u
b
s
i
d
y
 
o
f

f
i
e
l
d

t
r
i
p
 
t
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

c
.
 
C
o
m
p
e
n
s
a
t
e
 
f
o
r

h
i
g
h
 
p
a
y
 
s
c
a
l
e

f
o
r
 
d
r
i
v
e
r
s
.

d
.
 
S
u
b
s
i
d
i
z
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
b
y
 
c
o
s
t
s
 
o
n

f
i
e
l
d
 
t
r
i
p
s
,
 
e
t
c
.

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
d
e
n
t
a
l

w
o
r
k
 
i
n
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
.

b
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
l
i
g
h
t
 
c
l
i
n
i
c

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

c
.
 
C
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
e

s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
v
e

d
e
n
t
a
l
 
o
r
 
w
e
l
f
a
r
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
.



4
.
 
A
u
g
m
e
n
t
e
d
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

g
u
i
d
a
n
c
e
.

(
M
a
n
y
 
u
r
b
a
n
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

w
i
t
h
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
-

m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f
 
w
o
r
k
;

a
l
s
o
,
 
b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 
o
f
 
b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d

a
n
d
 
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
 
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
m
a
n
y

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
 
m
o
r
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
i
s

t
y
p
e
.
)

1 t
,
2
5
.
 
A
u
x
i
l
i
a
r
y
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

'
'
'

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
.

1

6
.
 
D
r
i
v
e
r
s
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
:

a
.
 
I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
.

b
.
 
I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
.

c
.
 
H
o
m
e
-
s
c
h
o
o
l

l
i
a
i
s
o
n
,
.

d
.
 
D
i
a
g
n
o
s
t
i
c
 
t
e
s
t
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

p
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l
 
t
e
s
t
i
n
g
.

e
.
 
D
r
u
g
 
a
b
u
s
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

a
.
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
T
V

s
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
s
u
b
s
i
d
y

f
o
r
 
i
n
a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e

s
t
a
t
e
 
r
e
i
m
b
u
r
s
e
m
e
n
t
.

b
.
 
L
e
a
s
e
 
d
r
i
v
e
r
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
c
a
r
s
.

c
.
 
A
c
q
u
i
r
e
 
s
i
m
u
l
a
t
o
r
s
.

d
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
d
r
i
v
e
r
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
r
a
n
g
e
.



oa
r.

10
1

D
e
m
a
n
d
s
 
o
n
 
U
r
b
a
n
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

1
.
 
I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
p
e
o
p
l
e
 
i
n
 
s
c
h
o
o
l

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

2
.
 
M
a
k
i
n
g
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
t
o

y
o
u
t
h
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
s

o
n
 
a
n
 
e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d
 
b
a
s
i
s
 
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

c
o
s
t
.

(
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.
)

D
e
m
a
h
,
:
s
 
o
n
 
U
r
b
a
n
 
S
y
s
t
e
m

1
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
r
 
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
 
a
n
d

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
n
g
 
c
o
s
t
:
.

(
M
a
n
y

c
i
t
i
e
s
 
h
a
v
e
 
h
a
l
f
 
t
h
e
i
r

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
o
v
e
r
 
5
0
 
y
e
a
r
s

o
l
d
.

T
h
e
 
n
a
t
u
r
e
 
o
f
 
o
l
d

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
m
a
y
 
r
e
s
t
r
i
c
t

i
n
n
o
v
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
)

V
.C

on
un

un
ity

A
d
d
e
d
 
C
o
s
t
s

C
o
s
t
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

M
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
y
i
n
g
 
D
e
m
a
n
d

D
ol

la
rs

 p
er

 S
tu

de
nt

L
o
c
a
l
/
S
t
a
t
e
/
O
t
h
e
r

a
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
e
n
h
a
n
c
e
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

b
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
s
.

c
.
 
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
i
n
p
u
t
 
t
o
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

c
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
,
 
a
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
s
,

e
t
c
.

a
.
 
U
n
d
e
r
w
r
i
t
e
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
c
o
s
t
s
.

b
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IMPRESSIONS GATHERED FROM VISITING SMALL SCHOOLS

Introduction
A stated goal of public education is to provide each attendee of our schools the opportunity of

satisfying his educational potential to the limit of his abilities. As the world becomes more complex,
meeting this goal becomes a greater and greater challenge. The demands of ever-expanding technology, the
needs of a changing and more complex society, and even the abrogation of parental responsibilities in

some areas, has resulted in an increase in the scope and detail of educational services which the common
schools must provide. The concept of the "comprehensive" school is a current idealperhaps one more
often pursued than attained. The comprehensive school can be thought of as one whose graduates have

had the opportunity for an education that will permit them to exercise any option for continued
education or personal development. Thus the comprehensive school should offer a wide variety of courses
and other educational experiences in academic and occupational fields and in the cognitive and affective

domains.
Comprehensiveness is often equated with size because it is easier to provide the variety of courses,

facilities, programs and teachers associated with comprehensiveness in a large than in a small school.
Comprehensivenessand sizehas also become, for many, synonymous with excellence. (Perhaps this is
due to our mode of school accreditation, which is primarily statistical; or to the fact that measuring or
detailing quantity of staff, facilities, and coursesas opposed to qualityis a relatively easy thing to do.) It
is apparent, however, that some large schools with many resources are not very good, whereas some quite
small schools have very fine reputations. Obviously size is not the whole story, and even it if were, there

are many childrenthe "geographically disadvantaged"who have little alternative but to attend schools
that are relatively small, and who in justice, must have their educational needs satisfied to as great a degree

as possible.
In the analysis of small school statistical data, the desirability of obtaining some background

information on small school districts manifested itself; hence, this study was undertaken.
The purpose of the study was to establish some understanding of how several relatively small school

districts approach the task of education, and to develop if possible, impressions, conclusions, and
recommendations pertaining to school size, educational opportunity, and cost. It must be emphasized that
this was not a penetrating study to provide detailed, specific information, and conclusions, but rather,
broad general understanding.

General Approach
Originally six school districts, including three nonhigh school districts, were selected. Because of the

generally greater concern for education at the high school level, two more high school districts were
added. The schools were chosen to provide a range of per-student costs and assessed valuation per student;
however, it is obvious that the small sample has little statistical significance.

A letter outlining the general purpose of the study was mailed to the district superintendents; and at

a later date, an interview appointment was arranged by telephone. This interview was conducted using a
prepared checklist (see Table 1). In general, the superintendent was the principal contact, although in
several instances the opportunity to talk to other administrators and teachers existed. In one instance
where the superintendent was new, his secretary was invited to the conference and was very helpful. The
interviews generally lasted about half a day in those districts having high schools and somewhat less in the
nonhigh school districts. Some of the schools were toured rather completely. All interviews were
undertaken by the same interviewer. Reception in all of the schools visited was excellent; the interviewees

were seemingly outspoken and candid in their comments.
The information derived in the interviews was tabulated in a matrix so that ready comparisons could

be made, and from this the information in Section 3 (below) was derived. Follow-up telephone calls were
made to clear up dubious points and fill in data which were overlooked in the interview.

It should be emphasized that the information is essentially as provided by the interviewees and

inferred from observation. It was beyond the scope of this study to evaluateother than
subjectivelyschool program elements discussed. or example, the relative quality of course offerings or
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the impact of multiple teacher preparation on the quality of education is obviously beyond the scope of
this study.

For reporting purposes, the high school and nonhigh school districts are treated separately.

High School Districts
In considering the plight of the small schools, there is generally more emphasis and concern placed on

the secondary program than on the elementary program. This results from the fact that the elementary
schoolsas in the time of Horace Mannstill devote much time and effort to the teaching of skills. As a
consequence, the scope of the elementary schools has expanded to a lesser extent that that of the high
schools which now cover work formerly undertaken at the university level and have broadened their
curricula extensively in nonacademic areas. Also, elementary schools are generally operated with
self-contained classrooms, whereas the departmentalized secondary schools use teachers with specialized
training and require a broader enrollment base for efficient operation.

Summary of Interview Data
The following information is summarized om the data obtained in the personal interviews.

1. School Management
The Superintendent in District A is new both to the district and to the state. He is troubled by the

inadequacy of information on file concerning his school and students. The administration/board
responsibilities are not clearly defined, and a tradition has been for the community to deal with the school
system through the board rather than through the administrator. The situation is not helped by the
presence as a paid employee of the board of an individual whoprior to recent state legislationhad
served as secretary to the board for 20 years.

The Superintendent of District B is an interim appointee, having come out of semiretirement to
administer the district until a permanent man can be hired. (This situation arose as a result of a special
levy vote failure and the belief that the high school operations would be transferred elsewhere. This
conjecturewhich, of course, did not materializeresulted in the departure not only of the former
superintendent but also of several staff members.) Despite the loss of the special levywhich was very
highrelationships between administration, board and community appear to be good.

The Superintendent of District C is a long-time incumbent. He is also a native of the area and taught
in the district for a number of years. Interestingly enough two of the board members were his students at
one time. The superintendent gives the impression of being a "careful" fmancial manager and is not averse
to personally doing minor maintenance in the summertime. His educational philosophy is reflected in the
statement, "If you can be a B student don't be a C!"

The Superintendent of District D is also a long-term incumbent. He appears to be the most innovative
of the superintendents interviewed and perhaps the most "democratic" in terms of staff and student
relationships. Perhaps this reflects his relationship with his board which he termed the "world's best." The
board is apparently quite educationally oriented and most, if not all, members are college graduates. The
superintendent of District D admits to a continuing effort to build and maintain community support.

The Superintendent of Distfict E is also a long-term incumbent and enjoys the confidence of the
people and board. The local tradition is for passive participation of the board in the educational planning
and the superintendent keenly feels the responsibility of defining the kind of program that will meet the
needs and desires of the community. On the other hand, once financing requirements are agreed upon, the
board assumes responsibility for raising the (special levy) funds. From samples of letters and
questionnaires, it appears that the district communicates with its patrons with a good deal of candor on
such items as financial matters and construction programs.

2. Organization
The schools visited are organized along traditional lines. The high schools generally have 7-period

days of 45-50 minutes. Students are usually scheduled for five subjects with a study hall, library period,
laboratory period, or physical education class. All schools have a closed campus. In generalwith
exception of art and musicthere are no ungraded classes.

In Districts C, D, and E the 6-7-8 or 7-8 grades are departmentalized, with teachers moving from class
to class. 402
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Table 1

GUIDE FOR

SMALL SCHOOL INTERVIEWS

INSTRUCTIONAL

Courses Offered
Class Size
Vocational

Agricultural
Business
Industrial Arts
Home Economics
Other

Social Studies
Fine Arts
Humanities
Foreign Language
Science/Mathematics
Laboratory Facilities
Library

Bookmobile
Innovation

Learning Packages
IPI
Ungraded
Flexible Scheduling
Other

Educational TV
Field Trips
Visiting Professionals
Remedial
Handicapped

EXTRACURRICULAR

Newspaper
Annual
Athletics
4-H
Other

TEACHERS

Number
Classroom
Library
Other

Turnover
Quality
Qualification - re assignment
Preparations
Teacher Training

In-Service
Summer School
Sabbatical

Aides

COMMUNITY

Impact of
Help from
Communications

OUTSIDE ASSISTANCE

College/University
Community College
Intermediate District
Neighboring District
Other

FATE OF GRADUATES

Four-Year College
Community College
Voc-Tec
Work
Other

PUPIL SERVICES

Health Services
Food Services
Transportation
Testing
Guidance/Counseling

MISCELLANEOUS

Equipment Maintenance
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3. Teachers
In District A, teachers were thought to be average for small schools, but would rank below the

average for larger schools. In District C, special effort is made to encourage young teachers to "develop
confidence" in their teaching ability. The administration in District E replaced six teachers this year. For
the first time they were able to acquire a woman physical education teacher. Other acquisitions were
believed exceptional and the staff is thought to be the strongest in the history of the sci- ool.

4. Teacher Assignment
In Districts C, D, and E, essentially all teachers are assigned in their field of training. This is not

possible in Districts A and B. Class preparations are inversely related to size. In the three larger of the five
schools the maximum number of subject areas is two; however, there may be several preparations in a
single subject area.

5. Teacher Training
None of the schools conducts elaborate in-service training programs. If available, in-service programs

provided by larger neighboring districts are used. District D encourages its teachers to visit other schools
and observe what new is going on. District E is using the services of a textbAok company for a
three-session in-service mathematics course. They are also providing a workshop on drug abuse. None of
these schools has provision for sabbatical leaves.

6. Teacher Turnover
Turnover last year in District A was three out of seven teachers and the superintendent. Turnover has

tended to be high in this district. In the other districts, turnover has been historically low. Last year was
an exception, however, for Districts B, C, and E when a levy failure, an unusual number of retirements,
and an unusual number of departnres, respectively, occurred. In Districts C, D, and E, normal teacher
turnover does not exceed two per year on the average.

7. Teacher Aides
Teacher aides are not used extensively in the five districts visited. The most prevalent use is in the

library.

8. Librarian
The availability of a professional librarian increases with the size of the school. District A utilizes a

teacher and students on a part-time basis. District B has a library aide and a professional librarian visits
periodically from the intermediate school district. The three larger schools have librarians who are assigned
to the library from half to full time. The librarian in District E is a former teacher whom the district
encouraged to become certified in librarianship.

9. Counseling/Guklance Services
In the smaller of the districts, counseling and guidance are provided by the principal or

superintendent. In the larger schools responsibility is assigned to professional counselors. In District E
counseling is a full-time activity for one staff member.

10. Student Testing
All districts administer standardized achievement tests to the elementary students on a once- or-

twice-a-year basis. High school students also are administered the Washington precollege admittance test.
In some districts the National Merit Scholarship examinations are also available. Although detailed
information on performance on these tests was not obtained, statements such as "averages were near the
state median," "above national average," and "some National Merit tests were above the 94
percentile"suggest no great deficiencies in basic preparation.

Special psychological testing services are procured either from the intermediate school district or
from special education cooperative programs.

11. Curriculum
The course offerings in the five high school departments are shown in Table 2. In general, the courses

in the larger schools C, D, and E are more formalized and are offered on a routine, periodic basis. In the
404
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Table 2

COURSE OFFERINGS (1)

LANGUAGE ARTS
A

District

English I, II, III, IV X X X X X

Advanced Literature X

Speech X X X

Drama X X X

Journalism X X X X X

FOREIGN LANGUAGE

French X X

German X
Latin X

Spanish X(2) X

Mathematics

General Math X X X X

Algebra I, II X X X X X

Geometry X X X X X

Trigonometry X X X X

Math Analysis X(2) X X X X

Science

General Science X
Physical Science X X

Earth Science X

Biology X X X X X

Chemistry X X X X X

Physics X X X X X

Social Studies

Economics X X X X

Consumer Economics X

Geography X X

Government X

American History X

U. S. History X X X X X

Washington History X X X X X

World History X X X X

Psychology X X X

Sociology X X X X

Contemporary World Problems X X X X
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Table 2Continued

COURSE

ART

OFFERINGS

A
District

X X X

MUSIC

Band ( 3) X X X
Choral ( 3) X X X X
Music X X X X X

AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION X(4) (5)

BUSINESS EDUCATION

General Business X X X
Bookkeeping X X X X X
Office Machines X X(6) X X
Shorthand X X X X X
Typing X X X X X

HOME ECONOMICS X X X X( 7) X (7 )

INDUSTRIAL ARTS

Arts and Crafts X X X
Mechanical Drawing (6) X X
Shop X X X X
Electricity X

GUIDANCE/COUNSELLING (8) (8) X X X

LIBRARY SCIENCE X (9)

PHYSICAL EDUCATION/HEALTH X X X X X

DRIVER TRAINING X X X X

(1) Courses offered over a two-year period.
(2) Individualized program utilizing a "teaching machine".
(3) Elementary school only.
(4) Includes girls' program.
(5) At neighboring district.
(6) At neighboring district.
(7) Includes boys' program.
(8) By administrators or teachers.
(9) For college-bound students, primarily.
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smaller districts, some of the courses, particularly in mathematics, may be on a highly individualized basis
wherein the student is heavily reliant on teaching aids and works under the direct tutelage of the teacher.
The table of course offerings indicates only the fact that the various courses of study are provided.
Acquisition of information pertaining to the depth of the courses or their quality was beyond the scope of

this study.
The fact that teachers in the larger districts, C, D, and E, were almost without exc.zption assigned to

the areas of their training and had fewer class preparations suggests the potential for an ovor-all higher
quality program in these districts. It is probable that the success of the educational program in the smaller
schoolssuch as A or Bdepends heavily upon the science teacher who normally also handles
mathematics. In Distn t B, for example, there was a great delight expressed in the (new) science/math
teacher who was apparently unusually well-qualified to teach in these areas. It was strongly implied that in

the past small schools have had a hard time competing with larger schools for good science/math teachers.
The course offerings do not include a plethora of electives. On the other hand, the offerings in

mathematics are surprisingly good. Similarly, the spectrum provided in the social studies area appears to
provide reasonable variety.

Perhaps the most not-worthy deficiencies in all the schools visited are in the areas of foreign

languages, fine arts, and industrial arts/shop courses.

12. Innovation
Only one of the five districts appeared to have a deliberate policy of "trying new things." District D

was using 15 to 20 students as teachers' aides, was studying the trimester system, and had acquired a
videotape unit which was being used by teachers for self-evaluation. District A had been the recipient of

some audio-visual "teaching machines" and a number of self-teaching instructional units (Title III project).
With the exception of Spanish and shorthand, these were not being extensively used. The nonuse of these
resources is apparently the result of a lack of commitment of teachers and lack of coordination by former

administration. Other areas of self-teaching courses are electricity, physical science, advanced
mathematics, and arc welding. District A does have portable units which students may take home. District
E provides learning packages for students who cannot attend classes because of extended illness or
hospitalization, and for transfer students who need a required course which is not offered because it is the
"off" year. Special advanced courses are also made possible through learning packages.

13. Remedial Programs
Districts C and E provide one-fourth- to one-half-time remedial reading or reading improvement

programs. The programs are primarily for students in Grades 1-6, but others are accommodated according
to need. District A uses SRA materials as a supplement for those having difficulty. Districts B and D use

summer programs to accomplish remedial education.

14. Summer Programs
Only two of the visited districts provide summer programs. District B provides a three-week remedial

reading session. District D provides a 20-day course in remedial reading and mathematics, which was
participated in last year by 31 youngsters. The average improvement was 0.55 grade levels in reading and
0.86 in mathematics. Students in District E have access to the summer school program in a neighboring
district and in the past some have participated.

Enrichment programs are not offered in summer sessions; however, because of the large number of
students who work on family farms, there may be little demand in the agricultural districts.

15. Handicapped and Special Education
All districts have itinerant speech therapy service. Four districts subscribe to special education

cooperatives and seemed well satisfied with the services. District A has only one marginal special education
student at the present time and the parents prefer him to be in regular classes. District D accommodates
six slow learners as part of the regular program. These students participate in both regular and specia:

classes, and in the opinion of the superintendent, would be dropouts in many districts.

16. Supplies and Materials
In four districts, it was felt that educational supplies were adequate. In the brief tours of facilities

that were made, fairly standard audio-visual equipment, overhead projection and duplicating equipment

were observed. Two of the superintendents stated that they wouldand couldpurchase any supplies or
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equipment that their teachers would use. Services such as the King County purchasing service were used,
and in the larger of the visi,ed districts a bid system was in operation.

A teacher in District E stated that it was much easier and faster to get special supplies in her current
post than in a larger district (enrollment exceeding 5,000) where she had previously worked. This might
riot be true in a small school with less access to a larger city.

In only one district were supply problems evident. Apparently supplies purchased for a two-year
period were running out and the available funds were inadequate to resupply.

17. Library Resources
Included in library resources are books, paperbacks, magazines, and audio-visual supplies. Most of the

districts felt that their libraries were adequate. Two, A and B, were recipients of Federal funds which were
used to build up library resources. One district has a particularly good selection of audio-visual tapes. The
other four either subscribe to film cooperatives or participate in audio-visual loan programs operated by the
intermediate school district. Two districts have access to bookmobiles and believe them an excellent
supplement to their own resources. A third district would like to have access to a bookmobile, but the service
is not available. A fourth district has access to a town library which cooperates in arranging interlibrary loans;
etc.

18. Food Services
In all except one district a hot lunch program was provided. In District B most children go home for

lunch; but a limited selection of convenience foods L made available for those who cannot.

19. Transportation
In Districts A, C, D, and E extensive transportation of students occurs, ranging from 80 to 95 percent

of the students. In District A there was concern about condition of the buses and the fact that no reserve
for purchase of new buses had been established. In District E, the presence of heavy trucking, railroad
crossings, and lack of sidewalks has fostered a bussing policy which requires local annual subsidy of
between $20 and $30 per student.

20. Educational Television
Three districts do not use educational TV except on special occasions. In one instance an attempt

had been made but the difficulty of scheduling was a barrier. District C has TV hook-ups in each room and
the available educational channel is used on a somewhat routine basis. District A also makes use of
available educational TV.

21. Field Trips
With exception of District A, extensive use of field trips is made. This appears to be particularly

attractive to school districts of this size as 1) they have buses available, and 2) all of one or two classes can
be accommodated at a time. Districts B, C, D, and E are located relatively close to natural, historical, and
industrial areas so a variety of experiences is reasonabP. available without extensive travel. District A is less
favorably situated.

22. Visiting Professionals
Only Districts D and E regularly schedule special cultural enrichment or educational speakers or

groups. Typical program include concerts or dramatic presentations by university and college groups and
special topic speakers, such as a prison speaker talking about crime or drug abuse. Several of the schools
formerly subscribed to the National School Assembly Progrnm, but a deterioration in program quality
resulted in their withdrawals.

23. Extracurricular Activities
All of the schools have a school newspaper and annual; the degree of sophistication depends

primarily on the size of the school. The newspaper is generally published by a journalism (or English)

class, and the annual by a separate staff.
Athletics play an important part of both the school and community life. There is large participation

in both intramural and extramural programs. The larger districts have increasingly active programs for

girls.
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4-H activities are very popular in Districts A, C, and D, the truly agricultural regions. In Districts A
and D the school is not directly involved, but participation of the student body is respectively 50 and 25
percent. In District C, a school aide is heavily involved in 4-H, and as many as 75 percent of the students
may be participating. In District E perhaps 10 percent participation occurs. Programs include home
appliance repair, dairying, sewing, rabbit clubs, horse clubs, and cattle clubs.

District C is involved with the International Foreign Student Exchange program. District D has a
student exchange program wherein periodically six students exchange places for two days with students of
one of several other schools in a multicounty region. Some of the schools have scheduled meetings
between principals and student groups in the interest of better school operation.

It appears that there is a variety of student involvement activities which reflect to a certain extent the
type of community and the interests that prevail. The extent of participation is high, ranging in estimates
from 75 percent to 100 percent. In one district an actual count disclosed 92 percent of the student body
involved in some type of extracurricular activity.

24. Fate of Graduates
The following estimates pertaining to four-year college performance apply to graduating seniors from

the respective high schools:

District Start Finish

A
B
C
D

E

50 %
5 1

?
5 0
2 5 1

?
3 2 %
3 0
2 5
0-1 5

Estimates of attendance at community colleges ranged from 25 to 50 percent for Districts C, D, and
E. Residents of four of the five schools had Washington community colleges within relatively easy
commuting distance and some had several alternatives. Some community college attendees are transfer
students; however, the majority are believed to be enrolled in occupational education programs. Some of
the girls go directly to business schools or beauty culture schools. Relatively few of the graduating boys
are believed to enter the work force directly; more possibly enter the Armed Forces.

Impressions and Conclusions
From consideration of the interview information the following impressions and conclusions have

been developed. In some instances specific recommendations are also included. It should be noted that
some of the items are broad in scope and capable of being arrived at apart from the interviews. Other
items are quite specific and directly relate to the schools visited although by extension they may relate
to other small schools.

1. Course Offerings
It is literally impossible for a small high school (less than 200 enrollment) to offer as formal courses a

selection equivalent to that offered by schools 2 to 10 times their size. On the other hand, this lack of
opportunity must be considered only one of the many factors that pertain not to the school's ideal
performance, butto its real performance in meeting the needs of students.

2. School Management
The management of a small school district is very demanding in terms of both personal expertise and

leadership.
In larger school districts staff specialists provide expertise in particular areas. Like the president of a

small company, the superintendent of a small district must be good in a number of areas education,
staffing, finance, public relations, change if the district is to prosper. The influence of the
superintendent on the whole tenor of the district operation is probably the single largest factor.
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3. School Organization
Organiiation m the small schools appears to be little different than it was 50 or 75 years ago; this is

primarily a result of the traditional autonomy of the local school district. Some of the cooperative

programs shich are primarily concerned with special education or peripheral services suggest that
similar approaches might be applicable to more traditional courses. At least one of the visited schools was
in the planning stage for sharing music and art teachers with two neighboring districts. One is tempted to
ask it there is any reason why this concept could not be extended to science, mathematics, or social

studies.
One of the problems in diffusely populated areas is the difficulty of bringing students to the teacher.

With improved roads and other communications media it may be more practical to bring the teacher to
the students. One suspects that to be effective this would require a complete reexamination of 1)
inwrdistnct -dationships, and 2) reorganization of classroom teaching schedules both highly traditional
elements of the school system.

4. Financial Inflexibility
Small schools may, because of their size, be unable to withstand the shock of even a moderate

financial outlay which has not been planned for. Even the overhaul of a bus can be a problem for the very
small dwnct. It is not clear whether there are adequate emergency or special funding alternatives available

to cover such emergency situations.

5. District Homogeneity
Small schools generally serve homogeneous communities. This is both an advantage and a

disadvantage. It is an advantage because community goals tend to be simpler, community traditions more
understandable. and community power structure more discernible. Relevancy of the school to the
students is undoubtedly easier to accomplish than in a school of heterogeneous socioeconomic, racial, or
ethnic character. It is disadvantageous because the community may reflect only a few of the many facets
of American society . There is not the natural learning experience arising from a daily association with
other racial or ethnic groups or with those at the extremes of the socioeconomic scale. Also, because of

the generally more conservative nature of rural communities, formal recognition of narrowness in societal

education may not occur. Yet most of the small school graduates do encounter the "broader" society at

two- and four-year colleges and ultimately in pursuing a career in the urban scene. The small schools are

probably not dealing with this problem very well nor are many of the larger schools. Some small
schools, however, may not even recognize this as a problem.

6. Teacher Quality
The over-all quality of the teacher, as in all schools, is the single greatest influence within the school

system on the students' attitude toward learning. In the past, the small schools, because of remoteness,
less desirable environs, less compatibility with the local populace, more class preparations, and heavier

work loads have been less attractive to teachers. This situation was abetted by the chronic shortage of
teachers which existed until the current year (1970-71). With the current teacher surplus and from the

experience of two of the visited schools, there is reason to believe that the "poor cousin" position of the

smaller schools is changing and that a better all-around teacher selection will be available.

7. Holding Power for Teachers
Whether or not small schools can hold good teachers they recruit is a question in point. If the school

is large enough (approximately 8-10 high school teachers) so that the teachers are all teaching in their field

of training, and the onus of multiple preparation is therefore reduced, there is a good chance that a
reasonably stabk staff can be maintained. At least this appeared to be the case in the schools visited. It

should be mentioned, however, that the schools visited were not far from larger communities; if they were

more remote, the holding power might be less. It remains to be proved whether or not the current teacher

surplus will alfet turnover in the smaller more remote rural schools.
A comment trom the Superintendent of School A suggests that the dissatisfaction of spouses,

particularly lei men teachers, may be a big factor in the migration of teachers from schools in remote

areas. lie said, "1 ou know. this ts j hard country on wives," and went on to comment briefly on the

dit h., tilts of finding acceptance in a dosc-knit community with its parochial interests and society.)
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8 . Supplemental Reso urces
It is apparent that there are a variety of resources either available or becoming available to assist the

small schools in their task of providing good education.

Cooperatives exist wherein one district usually a large one manages and operates the service
to which the member schools subscribe. The areas encountered include special education for
the handicapped, and audio-visual or film cooperatives.

Mobile libraries bookmobiles both supplzment library holdings and provide library services
not otherwise available.

Intermediate school districts (ISD) provide a variety of services including speech therapists,
audiologists, audiovisual services, assistance on finance, and special reading instructors. The
services vary from ISD to ISD depending on 1) the service "vacuums" that exist, 2) the interest
and area of expertise of the ISD management, and 3) the strength and interest of the ISD
advisory council. In some areas, where services from cooperatives and other established
institutions are good, the services the ISD provides, and even the role of the ISD, were unclear.
In another area the service provided by the ISD was well received. In still another, there was a
desire to assess the specific needs of the local districts served and thus provide a guide to the
ISD as to what direction it might tend. It appears that the ISD's should be able to provide a
variety of useful complementary services; however, in this early stage of their development it is
not clear that they are addressing themselves to the real needs of their constituents.

Educational TV is available and has been available for a number of years. Many small districts
have or could have access to it. Where used in the visited districts, it appears to be on a
haphazard basis. Educational TV does not appear to reflect any input from its users.
Considering the power of the medium, it appears to have disappointingly small impact on the
formal educational process. It is possible that certain general needs of the small districts in a
particular region could be satisfied through the use of Educational TV if proper coordination
were taking place.

A systematic cataloguing of resources available to small school districts together with pertinent
information on what they can do and what steps to follow in their use would be desirable in order to
assess the over-all worth of these educational adjuncts.

9. Student Involvement in School Programs
A significant feature of small schools is the extensive involvement of students in school activities.

This occurs partly because competitive nonschool activities are largely nonexistent in most of the smaller
communities and partly because the small sizes of the schools provide more opportunities for people to
join and participate. Active participants probably include at least 75 percent of the student body as a
minimum and may approach the entire student body. There is no doubt that active participation fosters
identity of the individual student with the school, and identity encourages commitment. One intuitively
judges participation in school affairs as a positive value in the educational process, but to quantify it as a
positive force is difficult is not impossible. (It is significant that apathy and diffidence in large, and
particularly urban, school districts is a source of concern at the present time and considerable effort is
being made to encourage engagement in school activities as a positive motivating influence.) In at least one
district the students were consulted routinely on school policy and operation.

10. Field Trips
Field trips are popular in small schools. In addition to being popular, they are relatively easy to

accomplish since most small schools have their own buses and an entire class or two can be readily
accommodated at one time. The field trip can be a valuable adjunct to the normal educational process;
however, it is not clear what objectives are generally attached to field trips. It is probable that emphasis is
placed on things"the milk comes in herethe butter comes out there here is your ice cream
bar"rather than on people and what they do and how important it is what they do. Field trips could be
very useful as springboards to career planning, job qualifications, etc. It would seem that regional analyses
of field trips and their manifold pedagogical uses would be of use to small school districts.
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11. Complementary Nonschool Activities
In agricultural areas 4-H Clubs, FFA, and Grange activities are usually prevalent. These activities

generally are not integrated with the school program; however, insome schools, released time is made
available. Some are closely integrated with vocational agriculture programs. These nonschool programs are
difficult to assess in their impact on the student. One is inclined to believe the influence is positive, since
these programs tend to have practical objectives and frequently require personal commitment and
dedication over an extended period of time.

12. Performance of Small High School Graduates
Posthigh school performance of small high school graduates according to the research reviewed is

variable and doubtless is a function of the same variables that affect performance in other high schools.
The fraction of four-year college graduates estimated for the visited schools does not appear significantly
different from state or national norms although the sample of this study has little statistical validity for
small schools on a state-wide basis. There was some consensus that small school graduates do tend to have
a transition problem when attending large colleges. A good number are thought to weather it in the first
year. One teacher suggested that the transition from the personalized small school approach to a
depersonalized, mass education campus may be the source of the problem rather than the "inferior"
education provided by the small school.

General Recommendations
From the above analysis and from the findings of the visits to the small school districts, the following

general recommendations are suggested for consideration.
I. No categorical statement can be made concerning a size limit for high school districts in the

State of Washington. The nature of the community, distance of transport, climatic conditions,
availability of complementary and supplementary resources and other factors individualize each
school to the extent that generalizations are very hazardous.

2. Although consolidation of some small high schools can undoubtedly be accomplished, a number
of small high school districts will have to be maintained on a continuing basis. These schools will
require more funds on a per-student basis because of the inherent difficulty in providing an
adequate selection of subjects for a small number of students at typical large school class loads.

3. Recognizing that the operation of small schools carries the same responsibility for providing
educational opportunity as in bigger schools, all means of improving their over-all performance
should be explored. Those suggested by the visits include the following:
Improved organization of small high school districtsincluding measures for improving
management and teaching staff.
Increased cooperative ventures with other school districtsin all areas of instruction, guidance,
and counseling.
Increased utilization of supplemental resources. It is not enough for small school districts to
know certain resources existthough this is vital; they must know what these resources can do
and what exact steps must be taken to employ them in their district. This implies teacher
training to insure reception of innovations. Mobile shops, mobile counseling and guidance
centers, book and audio-visual loan availability, "do-it-yourself" learning packages to extend
class offerings, use of community people, and the like, suggest themselves as areas of
examination.

4. The role of the intermediate school district in contributing to Improved education in small
schools should be clarified.

Reflections on Educational Opportunity School Performance and School Size
The following "reflections" are provided as an aid to understanding how the quality of schools might

be related to their size. Certainly as Kontos' summary suggests, there is no simple relationship between
quality and size, although it is generally agreed that very small schools are at a severe disadvantage in
providing the same kind of education as a larger school.1

1In this treatment the term "small" does not pertain to an enrollment level, as is frequently the case in discussion of school
size. The term should be considered only in a relative sense, although "very small" can usually be construed as so small
that the educational program is apt to be inadequate.
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The reader is warned that the following exposition is quite conjectural and is intended only to
stimulate consideration of the factors that influence the performance of schools in general and small

schools in particular.
As the scope of required educational service broadens, a more extensive base of student enrollment is

necessary to maintain student-teacher ratios at an economic level while offering an expanded curriculum.
Theoretically, the larger the school, the greater will be the variety of course offerings. A typical high
school having 1,800 students in grades 10 through 12 may provide over 150 quarter, semester, and
year-long course offerings during the school year. There will be accommodation in full-size class groupings

for both the more capable and less capable students. The curriculum will typically include a number of
honors and advanced college placement courses, 3 or 4 foreign languages, 10 subjects in the industrial
arts/vocational area, and perhaps 15 subjects on business education. The variety in curriculum is extensive

but generally the school still lacks being truly comprehensive.
To carry on an educational program such as that illustrated above requires a substantial

concentration of people within the school district, perhaps 30,000-35,000. According to the 1970 census,
out of the 39 counties of Washington, 20 had total populations of less than 35,000 each, and 8 less than
10,000. Large diffusely populated areas pose significant problems in bringing together enough students to
provide a meritorious educational program at a cost within reason. How, for example, does one provide in

a small school the breadth and depth of program offered in larger schools? How far should children be
transported to swell the enrollment? What resources are available to complement and supplement routine
programs? What are the dimensions of an educational program which will assure that a small high school
graduate can successfully compete with one of a much larger school? What is a minimum "acceptable"
program? What is the threshold size for providing a minimum program? What are the chances of a high

school staff of 10 competing with one of 40? How does one establish comprehensiveness in a small
school? What are the economic penalties attached to operation of small schools? Can small schools attract
and hold good teachers? Good administrators?

These and many other questions areand have repeatedly beenraised in considering the task of
providing a competitive education in slightly populated school districts.

The small school controversy is usually though of in terms of the quality of education a person
receives in a small school as compared with a large school. In a sense this is beggng the real question since
there are many students in the state now attending small schools who have no other real alternative.
Approximately 28,000 students are found in the 150 districts enrolling fewer than 500 total students. The
average enrollment in these districts is less than 200. Although undoubtedly a number of these districts
can be consolidated without undue travel being required, others because of their geographical location and
diffuse population cannot. Thus, the real question is not whether the small school offers a competitive
education with larger schools, but rather, can the small school within the limits of available technology
and reasonable cost provide an adequate education; one which will enable the recipient to exerciseif not
alla reasonable proportion of options for his future development.

The following analysis is intended to provide a context within which to consider the question of how

small schools discharge their educational responsibilities, and how they might improve in this regard.

Several times in this report an ideal school has been referred to as one in which the graduates would

have the capability of exercising any options for future development within their innate capabilities. The

implicaton of this premise is that it is the responsibility of the schools to provide more than mere
opportunity.

In Table 3 an attempt has been made to separate elements of the educational system into two
categories which, for want of better terms, are called "Opportunity" and "Actualization." The items in
the opportunity column are those which describe the potential for education provided by the school.
Those in the actualization column are the various factors which provide the stimulation or motivation

which enables the student to realize the potential offered.1 The listings are not complete and obviously

some items belong in both columns as they may provide both opportunity and stimulus. For example,
audio-visual facilities may offer increased opportunity by making possible an individualized course in some

unu,;ual subject for which there is insufficient interest to establish a complete class. On the other hand, the
alternate learning path provided by the individualized course may be the stimulus which will appeal to a

given student.

I-One can also think of the actualization factors as establishing the degree of probability of achieving the proffered

opportunity.
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Note that the opportunity items are generally thingsfacilities, courses, programs, etc.whereas the
more important stimuli are people orientedteachers, parents, community, etc. It is trite to say that
learning can only be done by the individual, but it is true, the opportunity and stimuli simply determine
how much and how easily he may learn.

It is the intention of the ensuing discussion to consider the elements which comprise the
opportunity and actualization aspects of the educational program in terms of school size to see if some
generalized school performance relationship with school size can be derived. Basic to this procedure are
the following assumptions or premises:

The performance or worth of a school is measured by the success of the student; this, in turn, is
determined by how well he can exercise his options for future development.
In society's view, the practical worth of a school that offers large opportunity only partially
realized is little different than the worth of one that offers less opportunity more fully realized.
(If indices representing opportunity and actualization were available, the worth of the school
would be related to the product of the two factors.)
Many of the factors affecting the motivation of students are outside the control of the school.
They are frequently spoken of, when negative, as a deficit in the student for which the school
must somehow compensate. Part of the crisis in public school education today arises from the
difficulty of compensating for these deficits.
Many of the serious problems of large schools are not problems intrinsic to bigness. More often
they stem from economic or other conditions in the urban community, which give rise to
societal problems and overcrowding in both community and school. From these emerges a high
incidence of educational deficit.

Opportunity Factors
The opportunity factors generally increase with increasing size of the school. Courses tend to be

offered in greater number, variety and depth. Expensive facilities such as those required for laboratory and
vocational courses can be much more extensive in larger schools since the use factor is greater and there is
a broader financial base underlying their operation, maintenance, and replacement. In a large school there
is much greater opportunity for including special staff members with substantial expertise in specific
subjects. Thus it is not unusual to find a few doctoral level people on the staff of a large high school and
full-time staff members in the fine arts are usually found. Special enrichment programs, which may serve
also as excellent stimulators, are frequently part of the large high school curriculum. In large schools one
finds a great number of extracurricular activities; however, the degree of participation may be higher in
the smaller schools. Similarly, the athletic facilities in large schools are more extensive than those in
smaller schools, but the participation despite the opportunity for more extensive intramural programs
may be substantially less. Extramural athletics in large schools involve only a few students and for the rest
serve as spectator sports. In small schools an appreciable fraction of the students have opportunity for
participation.

From these over-all considerations, the educational opportunity can be expected to be unacceptably
low for very small schools. As the size increases, the opportunity increases rapidly until a size is reached
that the presentation of a solid basic course becomes feasible. This probably occurs when all teachers are
teaching in their areas of training and may be in the range of 150 to 300 high school students. Beyond this
point the educational opportunity increases more slowly with size and either approaches a constant value
or passes through a maximum. The rationale for this trend at high enrollment is 1 ) incremental additions
do not markedly affect the total opportunity of the school and 2) the availability of some kinds of
opportunity lessens with very large enrollments.

This picture of educational opportunity as a function of high school size is graphically displayed as
the upper curve in Figure 1. Note that the scales are arbitrary; note also, that the horizontal axis is
logarithmic in order better to depict the change in the low enrollment region.

Actualization Factors
Many of the actualization factors are almost completely independent of the school and therefore of

school size. The socioeconomic background of the student, for example, is statistically highly correlatable
with achievement, but is not a function of school size. Children of strong middle class families do better in
our traditional schools than children of reduced means.
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Table 3

TYPICAL SCHOOL PROGRAM ELEMENTS

Opportunity

Variety of Courses

Depth of Courses

Library Facilities

Laboratory Facilities

Shop Facilities

Audiovisual Equipment

Athletic Facilities

Remedial Programs

Enrichment Programs

Extracurricular Activities

Supplemental Resources

Teaching Staff Knowledge

Actualization

Socio-economic Background of

Student

Student Innate Drive to Succeed

Student Innate Drive Not to

Fail

Relevance of Educational System

to Life Style of the People

School Management

School Organization

Teacher Quality and Commitment

Teacher Expectations

Reward or Recognition for

Success

Teaching Methods

Quality of Curriculum

Extracurricular Activities

Interpersonal Relationships

Community Traditions

Community Provided Educational

Programs
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The innate drive of the student is independent of the school system although it may be adversely
or positively affected. We are all familiar with some Horatio Alger story of "success in the midst of
adversity" and also of the proverbial rich scion who fails abysmally despite every material advantage.

The relevance of the educational system to the people served is not per se a function of the school
size. On the other hand, a small school district with homogeneous population, unanimity of community
goals, and relatively stable community traditions may have a much greater relevancy in its program for the
students it serves than a large urban school dealing with a variety of socioeconomic, racial, and ethnic
backgrounds. The homogeneity of a small school district suggests also that teacher expectations may be
more valid than in a larger school where cultural or economic disparity frequently evokes conscious or
unconscious prejudice and negative expectation which are inimical to a child's success.

School management in the small district tends to be spread thin as the superintendent and/or
principal must fill many roles. In larger schools there are specialists in finance, curriculum, and
maintenance, for example, who bring a greater degree of professionalism to these jobs. In a small school

district an inept superintendent since he tends to be a "one-man band" can bring about educational
chaos. Conversely, a very effective manager in a small school district can powerfully and directly influence
the entire system in a positive manner. In a large system the inertia is greater and the influence of the
administrator is frequently damped out to an appreciable extent.

In a small school, many things are done informally and efficiently, whereas the formality necessitated
by a larger school is frequently more time consuming, and promotes less efficiency.

The personal and close relationship that the superintendent of a small district has with all of the
people staff and students alike is valuable in assessing need and determining response. In the very
large districts the administration may be too far removed to bring about timely and effective action in a
deteriorating situation. In general, one would estimate that the motivational influence of the school
management would increase with district size through some maximum and decline as it becomes very

large.
The quality of the curriculum should improve initially with increasing size since there are relatively

greater resources to be devoted to these elements. However, the opportunity for redundancy and
repetition increases with the number of course offerings and frequently these are difficult to eliminate.

Teaching methodology should improve with increasing size, again because of the greater resources to

devote to this subject.
Extracurricular activities are important motivators for many students. Their participation provides a

sense of "belonging" and association with the school and hence with school goals. The opportunity to
participate in school activities should increase with size initially as more activities become available. As the
school becomes larger, the number of students increases at a greater rate than the number of activities and
the percentage of participation drops. Wnereas- in schools of several hundred, participation may well

exceed 75 percent, in schools of 1,500 to 2,000, less than half the students may be involved, and the
activities may be dominated by a relatively few students.

Interpersonal relationships, among all elements in the small school, appear to be very much in

evidence. Thus students, teachers, administrators, and parents all develop understanding of one another as
individuals, which is healthy to the educational process. As schools (and school districts) increase in size,

the relationships become remote and in the extreme case approach a "dehumanized" status which is
currently much decried.

The above considerations suggest that the actualization factors should have greater effect on
hindering the realization of educational opportunity in larger schools than in smaller schools. They suggest
that some of the most important negative factors may be associated with large schools; but these are
primarily sociological in origin and the schools have little control over them. The effect of the
actualization factor on the attainment of educational opportunity proffered is graphically depicted by the
lower curve on Figure 1. This curve portrays the minimum relative achievement as a function of school
size. The large spread between the two curves is primarily due to nonschool sociological factors affecting
the students. The downward trend at the large-school end arises from an intensification of these factors in
the large schools and the impersonality of the big school systems.

It should be emphasized that the curves are qualitative only, since the actualization factors are not
generally quantifiable. However, they are believed to be qualitatively in agreement with experience. Some

very large urban schools in ghetto areas whose students are highly disadvantaged both culturally and
economically may have fewer than 25 percent of their graduates meeting acceptable standards. Also, the
phenomenon of the "turned-off," unmotivated, student in typical large suburban or city schools may
exceed 50 percent. Such considerations were used in developing Figure 1.
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Figure 1 is useful in thinking about school performance in general and the performance of small
schools in particular. (Remember, that in this discussiorb. performance has the connotation of how well
the opportunity proffered by the school is realized by the students and is a function of factors over which
the school may have direct control, indirect control, or no control at all.)

The area between the two curves in Figure 1 represents qualitatively the range of performance values
for high schools as a function of size. Very good schools will tend to lie in the upper part of the envelope.
Very poor schools will tend to lie in the lower part. If this general qualitative approach is correct, one
would expect that average schools would tend to lie mid-way between. This is depicted by the center
curve.

If one accepts this "average school" performance curve as qualitatively representative of size effects,
the following points may be made.

1 High schools having an enrollment in the mid-range do not differ significantly in performance.
This is because increased educational opportunity is offset by factors which hinder attainment
of that opportunity.

2. The average small school may not be at too great a disadvantage when compared with its
counterpart in the mid-range.

3. As the school enrollment becomes very small, it is very difficult for it to compete with larger
schools. In the small classes, personal attention tends to narrow the range between good and
poor schools, but the fundamental opportunity is significantly less.

4. A high performance smaller school may be far superior to a much larger school whose
performance is even average; however, schools are like boxers: a good big one will almost always
beat a good little one.

5. It must be remembered that the school provides only part of the capability that an individual
requires to exercise options for his continuing development. Where the educational opportunity
is low, nonschool activities in the family or community may in some cases replace what is
missing. On the other hand, where educational opportunity is high but not being realized, it is
unlikely that other resources will compensate.

In summary, the curves of Figure 1 are in general agreement with research on school quality and size
which suggests 1) that very small schools are generally not so good as larger schools, and 2) that there are a
variety of findings depending on the schools compared. This simply suggests that size is the most
important variable only when very small schools are considered. For larger schools other parameters are of
much greater significance and tend to "swamp out" size effects. It is therefore unlikely that a set of
schools can be found so alike in characteristics other than size, that a truly valid comparison on the effect
of size on performance can be made.

Nonhigh School Districts
Less emphasis was placed on the nonhigh school districts than on the high school districts. Only three

districts were visited and of these none were in the "remote and necessary" category.

Summary of Interview Data
1. Organization
District F operates traditional self-contained classrooms for its K-7 clientele. It would prefer to

handle grades K-6, but the neighboring district, which has absorbed its eighth graders, cannot
accommodate those in seventh grade. District G operates a K-8 program which is departmentalized in
grades 7 and 8 and partially in grade 6 (Mathematics). District H's K-8 students are distributed between a
primary school and a middle school which serves grades 5-8.

2. Curriculum
The programs in Districts F and H are essentially standard elementary school programs. District F

offers some special classes in art, and District G in rudimentary home economics. District G also has a
departmentalized seventh and eighth grade and departmentalized math in the sixth grade. District H
operates a middle school for grades 5-8, which departs significantly from the traditional elementary. . hool
and jt.nior high school, and in terms of conventional program includes a number of highly innovative
elements. The middle school offers the basic language arts, mathematics, social studies, etc., curriculum,
but utilizes a number of different approaches. Team teaching is used in social studies and mathematics,
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whereas science and language arts appear to work better when taught more traditionally. Mechanical
drawing is part of the basic course of study. Electives include instrumental music, vocal music, forestry,
experimental science, arts and crafts, remedial P.E. !!) and foreign languages. Electives are free except that
eighth-grade students have priority.

3. Teachers
General satisfaction with staff was expressed. District G and, more extensively, District H employed

special teachers for their departmentalized programs. The staff in District H includes specialist in nknsic,
arts and crafts, mathematics, experimental science and foreign language. The two smaller districts employ
noncertificated personnel for library work. Teacher aides are extensively used only in District H, which
has two in the primary school and two student aides in the middle school. Teacher turnover in District F
runs about two per year, in District G less than one per year, and District H it was termed low. The staff
of District H includes some wives of military personnel, and t consequence their turnover may vary
with the status of the situation at the neighboring military post.

4. Remedial Programs
District F uses DISTAR for remedial reading, also one other program. District G operates an

extensive remedial reading/reading improvement program that encompasses all grades and functions daily
on a three-quarters basis. One portable is completely devoted to this reading program and appeared to be
well furnished with reading aids, including a variety of audio-visual equipment. All grades in District G are
furnished with SRA reading laboratories. In District H, specially assigned teachers are responsible for
remedial programs which in the past have been somewhat traditional. At the present time, the approach is
being reevaluated. Probably more resource and individualized program material will be adopted.

5. Extracurricular Programs
District F appeared to have fewer extracurricular activities than the other districts. District G has an

extensive intramural and extramural athletic program. District H offers band and vocal activities and an
extensive extramural and intramural program including tennis, golf, and swimming (which is carried out in
a neighboring district). District G students participate actively in 4-H Club programs.

6. Counseling and Guidance
None of the districts visited has a professional counselor on its staff. In Districts F and G, the

counseling function is performed by teachers and the administrator. In District H, counseling guidance
personnel are contracted from outside the district.

7. Student Testing
All districts administer standard achievement tests on a periodic basis. Special psychological testing

services are procured from other sources, generally a larger neighboring district. District G makes use of
the University of Washington Medical School for diagnosis of special learning disabilities. District H uses
the same testing materials and schedule as the receiving high school district.

8. Summer School
District F prr!vides a summer program funded by Title I, District G relies upon a neighboring district.

District H's summer program was termed unconventional and relies heavily upon field trips as the

framework for a program stressing student achievement and experiencing success. A summer program
involving pre-and postkindergarten children was operated last summer with an entire Pacillc Lutheran
University class. Almost as many "teachers" as children were involved.

9. Library Resources
Library facihties were believed adequate. District F received

District G had the availability of a county library in the community.
ten books per child which, of course, exceeds the state standard of
audio-visual service generally provided by the intermediate school
municipal library which sponsors a cooperative summer reading progra
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10. Field Trips
As in the case of the small high school districts visited, the nonhigh school districts also make

extensive use of field trips. District F concentrates on conservation. District G attends the symphony and
opera, and also visits Victoria, B.C. annually. District H students undertake a several-day trip to eastern
Washington and are provided a first-hand exposure to the wheat industry. District H, also, has its own
camp for field trip activities.

11. Educational Television
District G makes use of Educational TV, and District H extensive use. The primary teachers are

alleged to benefit particularly from this source.

1 2. Assistance from Community
In general only limited use of community personnel is made. Typical are assistance in health clinics,

carnivals, special programs, and supplying of roeu mothers. One district does not have a PTA. District H
uses PTA members to serve as hostesses durins conference time to smooth the parent-teacher interaction.

1 3 . Assistance from Other Sources
All districts utilize the services of the intermediate school districts for audio-visual/film service. Other

services provided by the ISD's included printing, statistical service, in-service training for teachers, and
instructional materials. Districts F and G relied upon the receiving high school district for special
education, speech therapists, and similar services.

District G interacted with the Seattle Youth Center and University of Washington Medical School.
District H has had an extensive summer program with Pacific Lutheran University wherein as many as 50
students (from PLU) were involved in a team teaching program with kindergarten youngsters. District H
also involved the aid of a nearby community college in conducting a district-wide survey.

14. Integration with Receiving High School
District F indicated little program integration with that of the receiving high school. In District G,

the extent of program integration is unknown. However, there is extensive cooperation as a result of
services supplied by the receiving district. The District G graduates were alleged to hold their own and
better in the high school. The main interaction between District H and the receiving high school is through
conferences between the principals. District H also uses the same (achievement) testing procedures as the
receiving school.

15. Food Sources
Districts F and H provide hot lunch service. District G did provide such a program but dropped it

because of inability to stay in the black with a reasonable price schedule.

16. Transportation
In District F essentially all students are bussed to school.

Impressions and Conclusions
The following impressions and conclusions were obtained from the visits to the nonhigh school

districts.
1. The contribution of the district administration in establishing an innovative and dynamic

approach to education appears to be a factor which cannot be overemphasized. In all of the
schools visited the innovation and the feeling of a real "live" operation seemed to relate to the
enthusiasm of the district leaders.

2. The largest elementary school had the program offering the most educational opportunity.
However, there were a number of features that could be installed in smaller schools or districts.

3. As in the case of the high school districts, there are numerous external resources to supplement
and complement the local programs.

4. The nonhigh school districtsbecause they devote full attention to the programare probably
more responsive to the needs of the primary and elementary students than are the high school
districts.
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General Recommendations
Based upon the impressions obtained in this brief survey the following recommendations are

provided for consideration.
1. As in the case of the high school districts, it is probably not possible to establish a meaningful

minimum size for small nonhigh school districts. It is likely, however, that an elementary school
with small enrollment can provide a more acceptable program than a high school with a
comparable (not equal) number of students.

2. Where consolidation is practical and can be expected to result in an improved program, it should
be promoted. However, as in the case of the high school districts, a number of small schools will
remain, and the needs of their students mist be satisfied as well as possible. Although the total
number of school districts (both high and nonhigh) in the state having enrollments of less than
500 students is 45 percent of the total, they enroll less than 4 percent of the students. Thus, the
added expense of compensating for geographical disadvantage need not be high.

3. Consideration should be given to means of improving over-all performance of all elements of the
system: organization, management and staff, cooperative ventures with other districts, and
utilization of all supplemental resources including the intermediate school district.

4. Serious consideration should be given to the advisability of consolidating secondary programs
and maintaining nonhigh school districts. There is reason to believe that nonhigh school districts
may be more responsive to the needs of elementary students than the high school districts
which may consciously or unconsciously orient their programs to the secondary level. On the
other hand, a good case can be madeand advantage shownfor an integrated school program
that encompasses all grades. The uncertainties involved, along with current emphasis on
vertically integrated educational programs, suggest that this area requires greater clarification.
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APPENDIX

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS VISITED

District A
District A is located in an agricultural area of eastern Washington. Almost all of the students live on

farms and most are bussed to school. Because of the remoteness and, at tjmes, difficult winter travel,
several .ludents from the outer reaches are domiciled in town during the winter. (For this,
indieu-of-transportation financial support is provided.) The region included in the district has been settled
for a long time and many of the families are remotely related to each other. As a result of geography,
occupation. climate, and tradition, the school patrons are quite conservative and apparently hold a
somewhat traditional "3R" attitude toward education.

Although the parents do not demonstrate a very active interest in the academic aspects of the school
program, they are alleged to entertain high expectation for their children with respect to higher education.

The school has about 75 students, 30 in the high school. A certificated staff of 8 serves the 1-12
program.

District B
District B is located in south central Washington. The community is a single-industry community and

practically an except the few who provide services work in that industry. Essentially an of the students
hve within five miles of the school and the bulk reside within the town. The people tend to know each
other very wen and the community i nparently close-knit. Although located in Aral area, this school
district's patrons nuy. perhaps. hav- more 11 common with the working class el.!, dwellers than their
rural, agricultural counterparts.

The district has a low assess,: i nit a good history of approving special levies. The year 1470
was an exception. however, and the .1.5 o \ y. wnich exceeded 80 'Adis, was not approved.

The school has an enrollment of 125 with 35 in the high school. Nine certificated teachers
serve the , -I 2 program.

Ihstrict C
Distrh:t C i located in sou,1 :stern Washington. It is situated in an agricultural region but is near to

timber country. Most of thc r of the district ar:: involved in agricult6re or in the 'orest-products
industries. About 45 percent ot studtmts are bussed to school or drive themselves. The community is
fundamentally imddk clavs and somewhat conservatwe. Parents take an active interest in the school and
have assisti.-d in the presentation of music an0 art courses. Women from the parent-teacher organization
ivovide soluntan aid in hearing testing and similar services. The organization also provides scholarships, a
Contribution which nr.plies strong parental interest in higher education tor the youth.

The school has about 300 students. of whom about tk) are in the high school. The staff includes 17
certificated versound.

Distrkt
Disvict D h it)cated in the cast entral part of Washington. It is situated in a prosperous farming area

twin which with exception of a small number ot students zhe s' dent body stems. About 80 percent of
the student population is bussed, the most remote students live 25 ;Mks away.

The ommunn), could be termed uprvr nUddie N api, ars to be education oriented. A number
of 'Weill% JtL 'ollcge graduAtcs. ('itizens serve on ci kvy :Advisory committee and a PTA a.A Lions
t lob Arc euf supportIVC.

M." 11001 wnc% about 400 NtOlic Ms. of VOit'm abo.if 170 are in the high school. The
dispt. ,.+oitionate number ot seeonit ttid in ur tc.. iuse of the :sistence ol noithigh school districts
in the re!.yi u I he trtilieated soft. -t numbers 24.

Lhtrt U

111111[1 t 1 is the largest i the districts visited. The district is in an area of small farms which in
are not of sotticient sue to be self-supporting. However, the district does include some heavy

industio and its asse,.-.,-%1 valuAtioit quite high, Many of the families residing in the attendance area are
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quite poor. Some are seasonal (agricultural) workers, who live in substanuard housing and supplement

their livelihoods by raisMg a garden and perhaps a few pigs, cows, or chickens. The community is

probably working class on the socioeconomic scale. The educational experience of most students' parents
is limited, and there does not appear to be a strong influence on the part of parents to encourage college

aspirations among their children.
The school is heavily used by both adults and young people, as it is available on a no-cost basis for

community activities. There appears to be good support of the district from responses to district
questionnaires and traditional support for special levies.

Because of the unusual local circumstances affecting student safety, school patrons have insisted

upon extensive bussing of students, for which they are apparently willing to pay. The district has about
550 students, of whom 150 are in the high school. There are 33 certificated staff, including the librarian

and superintendent.

District F
District F is in central western Washington not far from the west coast of lower Puget Sound. The

district is perhaps unique having a high assessed valuation due primarily to summer homes with small
resident population. It has no town with population over 300; it has no churches. Essentially all students
are bussed. The residents are primarily working class. Many live on "stump farms" where they raise
produce and some stock for their own consumption.

The school operates a K-7 program. A neighboring district accepts the eighth graders, but is too
overcrowded to accept the seventh graders.

District F has not had to resort to special levies, but its financial position is less sound than in the
past.

District G
District G is in a bedroom community in King County. The assessed valuation is not large. The

student popul ition is at the present time declining. The residential population includes a relatively high
percentage of retired people. The community people support the school well and have never failed to pass
the special levies infrequently required in the past. (A special levy will, however, be required for school
year 1971-72.) The people are good "boosters" of their school, which is housed in an exceptionally
attractive plant.

District H
District H is a large nonhigh school district located near Puget Sound. It has been a high growth

district, averaging a growth of 20 percent per year for the last three years. The tax base is about twice the
state average and is derived two thirds from industry and business and one third from individual tax
returns. The community is typically middle class and supportive of the school system. The last special levy
was 'Approved by 80 percent of the voters.

District H operated a K-8 program using a primary (K-4) and middle school (5-8) organization. The
school appeared to include a number of innovative elements.



HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA1

1968-69 SCHOOL YEAR

A

Average Annual Enrollment 77 124 310 388 515

Net Cost Dollars per pupil $ 1,526 $1,088 $ 614 $ 847 $ 738
Assessed Valuation Dollars per pupil $25,866 $5,734 $7,872 $17,d32 $13,517

Number of Students (10/1)

Elementary 42 56 210 241 358
Secondary 33 68 94 148 145
Total 75 124 304 389 503

Number of Full-Time Teachers

Elementary 4 6 7 8 15

Secondary 3 4 8 8 11

Total 7 10 15 16 26

Total Number Certificated 7 18 17 25.2 29

Total - All Staff 16 24 21 28.2 41

Student-Teacher Ratio

Elementary 10.5 9.3 26.3 30.1 23.8
Secondary 11. 17.0 13.4 18.5 13.2
Total 10.7 12.4 20.3 24.3 19.3

NONHIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT DATA

Average Annual Enrollment 184 252 698

Net Cost Dollars per pupil $ 578 $ 568 $ 541

Assessed Valuation - Dollars per pupil $34,235 $5,825 $11,745

Number of Students (10/1/70) 192 266 654

Number of Full-Time Teachers 7 8 22

Total Number Certificated 8.5 9.5 33.6

Total All Staff 15.5 14.5 49.6

Student-Teacher Ratio 27.4 33.3 29.7

1Fmm State Department of Public Instruction Data.
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GUIDELINES FOR SCHOOL

DISTRICT REORGANIZATION

Introduction
The search for guidelines to establish optimum size for public education units is not new, it is a

multimillion-dollar question, highly related to program quality. Study of optimum size has ranged all the

way from the school district itself down through subunits such as elementary-secondary or departmental,
to the size of the individual class itself. This brief review will focus attention primarily on the question of
optimum size ranges for school districts and the implications for either the consolidation of school
districts which remain "too small" or the breaking apart of great city units which appear to be so large as

to be virtually unmanageable. For reasons which will be examined later, the mere mention of school
consolidation or decentralization almost always arouses a sharp reaction, and when a state legislature
proposes legislative solutions to these problems, it is almost certain that considerable heat will be aroused

in the process.
Nevertheless, attention needs to be periodically refocused on the question of optimum size. Public

education consumes major portions of tax monies from state and local sources, and with constant pressure
to initiate or expand new programs and services, old organizations and organizational patterns must be
reexamined to see how they meet the new demands of socie!.., This necessity may result in disturbing the
status quo. .ind for those persons holding power or poriii, .1 in existing structures, the matter of job
security may become fairly intense. However, one must weivnt th importance of maximizing the effect of
limited public tax resources and of achieving the best possible results from educational enterprises. It is
against this backdrop of urgent needs that the optimum size question must be regularly reopened; and
action, via new policy or legislation, must be taken when and where indicated.

John Gardner aptl summarized the requirement to review organizations and their structures in a few

cogent words:

In short, men must be discriminating appraisers of their society, knowing coolly and precisely
what it is about the society that thwarts or limits them and therefore needs modification. And

so must they be discriminating protectors of their institutions, preserving thcse features that
nourish and strengthen them and make them more free. To fit themselves for such tasks, they

must be sufficiently serious to study their institutions, sufficiently dedicated to become e.., ert

in the art of modifying them.'

In retrospect, the educational enterprise has not been among the most innovative organizations of

society. Early studies indicated as much as one half century between the identification of a need and
general acceptance of the so1utiois.2 However, there is since more recent evidence that indicates that this

lug has been shortened.

Historical Background
The question of optimum size has been under clo_e examination for decades. Writers on the

educational scene as early as Horace Mann in 1837, right up to the most recent issue of the Phi Detta

Kappan. have been examining the questions related to consolidation and decentralization. The early

writers were, as might logically be expected, more concerned with the question of consolidation; the great
city school has emerged as a pressing educational problem olly during the last two decades. In the 1920's,

189.227 one-room schools were reported throughout the United States, but this number has been steadily
diminishing and was reported below 26,800 in 1966.3 There have been a number of major impediments to

sehool consolidation over the years, and a few of these are worth examining briefly:

'Gardner. John W., "Uncritical Lovers, Unloving Critics," commencement address at Cornell University (Ithaca. June 1,

1968).

2Paul R. Mort, "Studies in Educational Innovation frInt the Institute of Administrative Research: An Overview."Innouation

in Education, Matthew B. Miles, ed. (New York : Bumau of Pablications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), p.

318.

3Dan H. Cooper, "Local School Systems.," Encyclopedia of Educational Research. 4th Ed., p. 753.
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1. Local school trustees have sometimes viewed the school board membership as a route to higher
political office and have been loathe to yield this position of relatively high community
exposure.

2. Considerable local pride has existed for tl e local school, especiaHy as characterized by the
nearness of the school to the family, the success of the competitive sports program in secondary
schools. etc. These factors have been further compounded by an almost innate human resistance
to change.

3. Apprehension about the results of any kind of administrative reorganization has existed, and the
whole question of job security has generated resistance both from within the system and
throughout the community.

4. Processes by which reorganization could be accomplished have frequently been blocked by the
policy and legislative rules and procedures which have served faithfully as deterrents to
modification.

5. Some state foundation programs have tended to favor maintenance of local units on a small-size
basis even though evidence was at hand clearly indicating the small district was inefficient.1

It is very clear, however, that in cases where the state legislature effects school consolidation by
means of financial remuneration for those districts willing to make the break, the process has been greatly
expedited and the number of districts within the state dramatically reduced. A good case in point is New
York State, which has been working intensely on this problem for over thiee decades. The state
foundation law was rewritten in such a manner as to make school district reorganization attractive, so
consequently the pace quickened.

Also assisting the problem on a nation-wide scale has been the dramatic improvement of the road
system and transportation equipment. When pupils had to be transported under unreliable or unsafe
conditions, it is not difficult to underst md why community resistance towards losing the nearby school
remained high. The problem of transportation has fairly well resolved itself into matters of money and
time.

While considerable progress has been made in the arca of school consolidation, it is also
unquestionably clear that some schools win remain to be "remote and necessary" simply because of the
logistics inlved in their situation. In a state where the popukition is extremely sparse and isolated, it is
simply impossible or, at the least, impractical to effect further consolidation.

The national organization of school administrators reported on the question of inadequate school
districts and found that many of the following characteristics exemplified deficiencies at both the
elementary and secondary levcIs:

I. Barren. meager, insipid curriculums, particularly at the secondary school level.

1. Inability to attract and to hold high-quality teachers and administrators.

3. Inability to construct the school plans needed.

4. Needless waste of manpower through t:njustifiably small classes and low pupil-teacher ratio.

5. Unreascnably high per-pupil expenditures for the quality of educational programs provided.

6. Inefficient use of financial and other educational resources.

7 Poor location of buildings.

8. Inequality of the burden of school support.

1NEA Research Bulletin, Research Division of National Education Association, Vol. 38 February 1960, p. 17.
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9. Cumbersome, complex formulas for distributing state school aid.

10. Absence of many needed specialized educational services that add quality to the educational

program.1

Unhappily, the situation in large metropolitan school districts such as New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and, yes, Seattle now presents an enigma on the other end of the size continuum. These
districts are costing the supporting taxpayers more money to maintain and operate than are the more
"average" size schools often found in the suburbs around the great cities. This is further compounded by
the fact that the sheer size of the system tends to make it very depersonalized indeed. Fred Hechinger

once observed that "anybody who knows the system also knows where the operational action is and who
controls itit is in each school and it is controlled by the principal."2 He concludes his analysis by urging

that the great city schools provide more local control by giving the principal, along with the entire staff,
considerable autonomy in operating the school. This would even extend to considerable budgetary
control. One would reasonably expect that an operation as huge as New York City PL.blic Schools would
require some kind of administrative reorganization. It has 860 schools and a budget approaching one
billion dollars a year, plus a staff equal to three army divisions. That this kind of system is inefficient and
depersonalized is hardly a surprise to any observer. Some have even gone so far as to insist that one
possible way to protect the individual against this almost faceless system is to provide an ombudsnian in
the local school system as a complement to reorganization.3

This matter of decentralization of the great city schools to effect improvement is indeed a recent
phenomenon; however, the emerging need was evident more than two decades ago. Insight into this can be
found in the Bronx Park experiment which was conducted from 1949 through 1952 in New York City.
Under this experiment, control for local schools was delegated to the Bronx Park committee and within a
four-square-mile area with a population of 141,000 people, a serious experiment was undertaken to find
out what outcomes could be achieved by delegating responsibility and authority to smaller units. The
project clearly indicated that in a great city, efficiency can be lost and optimum size vanish when the unit
remains so large as to be unmanageable. On the other hand, local people grappling with local problems as
they did in the Bronx Park experiment demonstrated that new approaches to a burgeoning school
population could be productive.4

In his major studies of American education, James B. Conant dealt rather extensively with the
question of bigness and smallness. He was particularly concerned with the small high school for he felt
that it was not practical for such a school to offer a comprehensive program, or if such a program were
offered, it would be prohibitively expensive. He discovered that 17,000 high schools had graduating classes
of fewer than 100 students.5 Conant concluded that the solution to this problem was to have the state
department of education initiate planning for school district reorganization on a state-wide basis. He then
cites New York's Master Plan as a paradigm to be followed.6

This summary has only touched a few capstones in the reorganization movement in the United
States, but it has covered all types of unitsschools and districtsand levels of education. The movement
has been slow and uneven. It has failed, in many cases, to meet the needs of our society; but it has
demonstrated that under courageous leadership, progress is possible. This should continue to be our goal
in seeking the optimum size school.

Much of the more graphic details of the historical research studies and expert opinion developed over
the optimum size question are revealed in Tabie 1, following. Farrar and Purdy examined
recommendations on optimum size extending through the three basic units: school districts, elementary

1American Association of School Administrators, School District Reorganization (Washington, D.C.: The Association,

1959), p. 23.

2Fred M. Hechinger, "Reform the City Schools," The New York Times, November 21, 1966, p. 42.

3R. Oliver Gibson and Harold C. Hunt, The School Personnel Administrator, (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin, 1965), p. 439.

4Donald H. Ross, Administration for Adaptabilit.y (New York: Metropolitan Schooi Study Council, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1958), pp. 221-33.

5James B. Conant, The American High School Today (New York: McGraw Hill Publishing Company, 1959), p. 81.

6M1d., pp. 82-83.
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schools, and secondary schools. A pattern emerges and should be revealing to those willing to study this
issue on an objective basis.

The Hickey Monograpii
Michael E. Hickey has prepared one of the most comprehensive contemporary documents that

concentrates on the status of optimum school size.' The need to reassess redistricting has included at
least the following causes:

1. Efficiency of operation.
2. Maximum use of limited resources.
3. Increased public accountability for educational expenditures.
4. Equality of educational opportunity.
5. Assumed relationship between size and quality.

Some professionals in education view the word "optimum" with grave misgivings or even alarm when
it is applied to the educational organization. As with research in the behavioral sciences, considerable
variability may exist in situation after situation which makes it difficult or impossible to lay down
generalized rules to fit all cases. This same phenomenon has caused researchers in optimum size studies to
reach conflicting conclusions about what would appear to be similar situations with similar ingredients.
Definition of adequate criteria has lagged, and one man's evidence of an optimum situation may differ
markedly from another's.

When one considers the aforementioned difficulties in optimum research and then makes even the
most cursory examination of the natural, built-in resistance that educational systems have to redistricting,
it is quickly apparent that neat, quick solutions will be most elusive. The almost reverent position held by
the "local control" concept in American governmental and educational enterprises adds a further
dimension to the problem. It can logically be argued, however, that local control will not be lost by
redistricting. Once school districts are truly viable and strong, the need to bolster the weak, inefficient
units by state regulations diminishes, resulting in more, nut less, local control at the school district and
community level.

To repeat, inadequate districts evidence the following major areas of weakness:

I. Inadequacy of curriculum.
2. Inability to draw and hold high-quality teachers and administrators; inefficient use of available

staff.
3. Economic inefficiencies in terms of high per-pupil expenditures for quality of program

provided.
4. Inequality of effort required for support.
5. Absence of special services.

Contrasted with these are five criteria for stating size of educational units which have emerged over
the past thirty years:

1. Scope of program (such as inability to provide vocational-technical programs).
/. Range of services (such as guidance and gifted programs).
3. The community (such as the need for "special arrangements" if the district's student population

is below 10,000).
4. Administrative and instructional staff (such as rises in per-pupil administrative costs when

student population drops below 10,000).
5. Economic base (such as assessed valuation, population, and local tax effort).

Trends in the reorganization movement are discernable: First of all, with continued growth in the
great cities, plus continued population movement from rural to urban life, pupils are concentrated in
fewer districts. Secondly, the decentralization of administration in the great cities' school districts is clearly
becoming a more pervasive trend. Finally, "local communities" of the great cities are demandingand
receivinga larger voice and involvement in school affairs.

'Michael E. Hickey, Optimum School District Size (Eugene: ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Administration,
University of Oregon, December 1969).
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Table 1

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH AND OPINION ON OPTIMUM SCHOOL SIZE1

THE ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT

Individual/Organization
Minimum Optimum Maximum

National Commission on School District Reorganization

(1948) 10,000

Howard Dawson, NEA Dept. of Rural Education 1,600 9,800-12,000

Harlan Beam, Midwest Educational Research Center 11,000

Edgar Morphet, Ur'versity of California 1,200 10,000

Teachers College, :olumbla University (1961) 20,000-50,000

William P. McLure, University of Illinois 5,000-6,000

George Peabody College (1965) 10,000 15,000-20,000

Connecticut Department of Education
Stephen Knezevich, American Association of School

Administrators

5,000 for regionalized school districts

10,000-12,000

THE ELEMENTARY ATTENDANCE CENTER UNIT

Individual/Organization
Minimum Optimum Maximum

Whi. 1 House Conference on Education (1956)
NEA Dept. of Elementary School Principals (1954)
National Commission of School District Reorganization

225-250

175

300

300
500

New York Council for Administrative Leadership (1961) 500 900

Ohio Dept. of Elementary School Principals (1966) 300 500 750

Howard Dawson, NEA Dept. of Rural Education 240

William Rosenstengel 175 525 750

M. I. Cushman 175

Ralph Sollars, Ohio State University 1963 400-499

State Departments of Education--California, I ilinols,

Iowa, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Connecticut
Georgia, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hampsh

York, Washington

, Florida,
ire, New

Generally agree on minimum size of one
teacher for each grade, optimum of
approximately 2-3 sections per grade, and
4 sections per grade as a recommended
maximum.

THE SECONDARY ATTENDANCE CENTER UNIT

Individual/Organization Minimum Optimum Maximum

White House Conference on Education (1956) 700-1,000

National Commission on School District Reorganization

(1948)
State Board of Education Study--Vermont--I964
Interim Commission Ltudy--New Hampshire--1961
George Peabody College (1965)
James Conant (1959)
State Departments of Education--New Jersey, New Hamp-

shire, New York, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin Generally agree on either a 500 student

or a 100 student graduating class as

minimum size.

William McClure, University of Illinois 700 1,000-1,200

Ohio Association of Secondary School Principals (1966) 1,350-1,500

Korwltz and Sayres Study in New York 500 600-800

303-450
600-2,000

500
100 (Graduating Class)
100 (Graduating Class)

2,000

ISource: Roger D. Farrar & Ralph D. Purdy"The Factor of Size and School District OrganizationComposition", ERIC.
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Table 2

SUMMARY OF OPTIMUM SIZE RECOMMENDATIONS1

Community
Community

Criterion Optimum Size Source

control
contrn!

50,000 total population
7,000-8,000 pupils

Havighurst (1968)
Havighurst (1968)

General quality 10,000 pupils (min.) State of California
General quality 28,000 pupils Swanson (1962)
General quality 50,000 pupils Benson (1965)
General quality 1,500 pupils (min.) Conant (1969)
General quality 10,000 pupils Packard (1963)
General quality 25,000 pupils Comm. for Economic

Quality/economy
Quality/economy
Quality/economy
Quality/economy
Effectiveness

Cost/pupil
Tax effort required
Special staffing
Net current expenditure
Elementary school unit
Secondary school unit

Administrative decentrali-
zaTion

AdministraTive decentrali-
zation

Administrative decentrali-
zation

Administrative district

Administrative aistrict
Administrative district

Special Services:
Adult education
Business adminictration
Electronic Data Proces-
sing

Special education

1 Prepared by Michael E. Hickey

10,000-20,000 pupils
5,000 pupils (min.)
5,000-6,000 pupils (min.)
12,000 pupils
10,000 pupils

50,000 pupils
12,000 pupils
25,000 pupils
50,000 pupils
500 pupils (max.)
700-1,000 pupils

300,000-500,000 total pop.

20,000 pupils

12,000-40,000 pupils
20,000-50,000 pupils

15,000-20,000 pupils
10,000-12,000 pupils

20,C00 (min.)
35,000-50,000 pupils

100,000 pupils
20,000 pupils
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Development (1960)
Faber (1966)
Fitzwater (1958)
McClure
Dawson (1948)
Nat. Comm. on
School District
Reurg. (1948)

Hanson (1962)
Vincent (1966)
Vincent (1966)
Vincent (1966)
NEA DEp (1954)
White House Conf.
on Education

Havighurst (i968)

Passow (1967)

Bundy (1967)
IAR, Columbia Univ.
(1961)

Peabody Coll. (1965)
AASA (1959)

Great Plains School
District Organiza-
tion Project (1968)



The Kontos Monograph
In his special report prepared for the Temporary Special Levy Study Commission, George I4ontos

utilized the nunther of pupils enrolled in the various school districts as a major criterion in order to
e xamine influences on pupil achievement, education costs, breadth of educational progt4ch,
extracurricular activities, professional staff qualifications, and special services.1

Regarding pupil achievement, Kontos concluded that the secondary schools had received the Most
attention in prior studies of this issue, hut did find evidence that elementary schools belvw the
l00-to-200-pupil range performed on selected achievement measures below students in the larger sehools.
Considerably more evide.)ce of this phenomenon is available in the larger number of secondary yet-tools
under similar study. While some constraints must be made on accepting the larger school advantage at lace
value, nevertheless, the pattern of larger school advantage emerges from studies cited.

The preponderance of studies that compared size of enrollment with educational costs were also at

the secondary level. Secondary schools below the 350-student level appear inordinately expensive (and it
should be recalled that in The American High School Today, Conant recommended graduating high school

classes of at least 100 pupils in order to achieve comprehensiveness). On the other hand, the belielhoth
great city schools going beyond the 150,000 student population face the dangers of bureaucratic figidity
and impersonalityalong with rising costs.

These findings regarding enrollment size and educational costs were buttressed in the Comnionillity
Study (see above) and are portrayed graphically in the following chart. It is clearly discernable that the
large urban centers of Washington (especially size groups 1 and 2) have notably higher per-pupil coyts than
those of groups 3-6. The small schools represented in group 7-8 rise toward the inordinate cost heights

represented by group 9. This grocp clearly illustrates the influence of the extremes of school distfict size
on higher costs and highlights the economic advantages of "not too large or not too small." The ihtslince
is discernable both with elementary and secondary programs. Although it appears that the appli4ition of
the per-pupil-cost criterion to the establishment of cost optimums will be effected, it must be remonbered
that the "remote and necessary" criterion will still have to be taken into consideration by those
responsible for policy making and/or legislation.

Nevertheless, the data indicate need not only for further study but for further action aimed at

establishing schools within the optimum cost range insofar as this is compatible with the other criteria to

be considered. In all probability, work is now in progress which will further accentuate the spread already

evident in the cost data. For example, if large city schools find it necessary to provide guards in yehools,

costs can be expected to rise. If a small school district experiences continued outmigration, costy Can be

expected to rise. Responsible leadership at the state and local levels must be cognizant of these trods and
be prepared to take action where indicated.

However, in viewing these data, one is admonished not to use total ,:ost per pupil without anolysis or

interpretation for program comparison. Voiland found schools utilizing excess costs in a variety ot ways

requiring study and interpretations.2
When the size of enrollment is contrasted with the breadth of the educational prog*nl, the

preponderance of the literature and studies reviewed favored the larger schedule. Smaller schools were

simply unable either to support critical curricular offerings or to provide special services unless they
combined energies as was done in the Catskill Project in New York State. The acceptability of site ranges

for adequate curricular/service offerings, as well as a justifiable economic base, is displayed in the two

summaries contained in this report (Hickey; Farrar-Purdy).
The very few studies that have attempted to relate school and district size to extracerficular

programs do not shed as much light on the subject as one might hope. Moreover, some conflicting findings

were reported.
As regards the relationship between size of enrollment and professional staff qualifications, the

research generally indicates a positive relationship. Advanced degrees and experience were fotipd more
abundantly in the larger districts, probably as a result of the higher salaries offered. Prdessional
stimulation and flexibility appear correlated to district size, With the range extremes again sufferhig.

Special services, such as guidance, counseling, and psychological services, are markedly influened by
district size unless, as mentioned previously, "special arrangements" are made, as with shared services,

1See George Kontos, What kducation Research Says About The Effect of Size on Selected Aspects of the Educatiun Process,

above.

2E. E. Voiland, Analysis of Costs: Large School Study, above,
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On the bask of thy :idence. several general conclusions may be reached: Consensus indicates, for
example. that the _100-to-400-pupil r.inee is roninIcnded for elementary schools. Also favored are
secondary schook slightly above the 1.000-pupil level. \ ,,tuLl.,mt population per district of 10.000 is often
mentioned as dosirable and the national tiend pinnted towards consolidation and
reorganiza tion.

Figure 1

PER-PUPIL COST OF ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY PROGRAMS-SIZE GROUP AVERAGES

STATE OF WASHINGTON 19681
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Redistricting
For a long time. ttu. question Of redistricting posed a problem to educators. However, such is not the

case todav . ine might NI that the tide has turned and the technical problem of redistrictine no longer
es its. instead, the problem today is one of determing optimal school district size. Moreover. rescaich surveyed
and di...AI...Ned in the earlier chapter-. indicates very clearly that ther: are already some guidelines regarding

optn ifl schoot district
Rather than document historically the development ot school redistricting and .or legislative

reapportionment models ( these have been survey ed and documented by Heckman. finish 2 and

iangw ish 3 ). this section 1,..-uses on the two applications of a r tiportionment program to school
redistriting developed by Marker and Hoover.4

The tirst appheation ol Marker and !looser's model was .7ond '.. ted t-,y the authors in Pittsburgh
where the pr,,blem fo,uwd around school attendance del( rtmnation for Pittsburg! -ve Great High
S..114ols In short, the author% were able to redistribute the sehool population from attendance
areas to 7; using as variables or inputs to the model I ) "11,301,.. ot the school 2) pupils to their

omposit ion . -3 ) as crap.' family uh-onle and 51 average years of education tor adult member%
ot the hcusehold

%Ink different weighting Lit logs %..221 Ise :smarted to the sanables, the ¼bjet is e of this study was to
- 1,111c as lOW to tLe solution %flown In lable 4% possible the best or optimad solution was found by
witing the weighting tas tor for each vanabk One. Table 4 contains the solution using this choler of
weighting ta, tots I ipire 2 show, Inc 4.1niputct printout i 111 11 orodued using this model with the data
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Table 41
OUTPUT USING EQUAL WEIGHT FOR ALL VARIABLES

Weights: 1 1 1 1

School 1 11,972 6.52 .21 $5,304 9.5 years
Schoo' 2 11,303 5.83 .21 6,225 10.8
School 3 9,023 5.52 .21 5,315 9.7
SCr001 4 9,654 8.54 .21 5,394 10.1
School 5 11,185 7.13 .21 5,738 10.0

Not,,. In I attic 3 and 4 2
Arc thow ot Fropowd tte tor Pitt.hurgh'S (great I Iin Nthook, sr: I )Northide.
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Table 5

STUDENT INFORMATION BY STUDENT ATTENDANCE AREA

Junior Attendance Percent
High School Area Enrollment Negro

Leon

Bay

Grant

A 1,000

a 1,000
C 1,000

D 1,000

E 1,000

F 1,000

G 1,000

H 1,000

1 1,000

J 1,000

Tabk 6

PRESENT INEORNIATIGN BY JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL

5 %

5

0

5

5

10

75

50

so
75

Junius Au endan N tqh boring Nix cen

KO School Area Au enditi.ce Asau Eru-ollnwu Novo

Leon A,BIC 4 3,000 3 %

84y D,E,F 4 3,000 7

Grant G ei ,: ,J 4 4,000 63

.1



Figure 31

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF ATTENDANCE AREAS, JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS,
AND PRESENT SCHOOL DISTRICT BOUNDARIES

A

-
Bay

Aeon

Grant

_

Table 7 2

EXCH thlGE MOVE SUMMARY

Junior Attendance Neighboring Percent

High School Areas Att7ndance Areas Enrol Imam Ngro

Leon A.B,C,G 4 4.000 21%

Bay D,F,I 3 3,000 21

Grunt E,H,J 7 3,000 43

tibia
2Ibad.p
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Figure 41

PROPOSED SOLUTION TO CASE STUDY
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hc implicatunis !Or the State ol Washington :Ire as follows:

I. Sm.!! .1 program Hugh( easiIN hc used In (Ills state tor redistricting purptises. thus shifting s'...hool
Inninklm les and eliminating hulls the very Lirge and the verV school thstricts.

l'se 01 such a model would also reduce the over-all number in school distri.....ts m this sta;e.

Critique: School Reorganitation
tonsidetable t% lLieIl..e Inust IAt il k.,r and reliable that ItIfthelt progress will be requited

11% the Mutational s\ stvin 1.; the areas ol both tousohdatton and diLentralt/ation in the . ears immediately
ahead l'ortun.itc1N, as pre% iist,sI (lest Ish,:d. new and pre, Ise tools and techn:totes are available to aid

agen, ies in at.complishun: these goals in a responsible, hicamitglul manner. The computer. properly
programmed. will onsider jil Amt ss'. unlimited number ol economic-demographic variables and provide ;,1

pleessc limp tot gind.1114:e 1/1 either consolidation of decentralueatiort. Now being alscussed are annual
propert altlatIons t omputer programs ni order to pi-is% ide an tip-to-date, equitable
assessment ot all ft..11 pruperts and lailr,b,ements. I he educational s stem requires no less attention: the
lob ,an I. kme.

additu 1. ertain acLepted polwics ill now have to he rye \attuned iii the light ot new evidence.
For e \ample, it has been tonna that the so-called si/e correction used m !sew York State's educatiotul
I witting bears Ins le hal itill1111) hi ci ish till I creunak arising be,:ause ol school sparceness ot pupil
Pointimon 2 For al least those distruAs tinder 1,000 and possitil for those below I.500-..s.000 Francis

Comell calls kir legislation to slx:ed up tonsohdation and ellilltilation ol onnecessan, %wall districts:
aulhort/ing grjius lo ni-littah4 small districts I "renlOte and ne,:essar 1 on the basis or

blitigels Met:Wig %1WCIllet1 ,:riteria. development ol a lOrmula ...orteetion taking into at.count
anusual sin. lal tit eLtilionn, ,:onditioas eNistilty in all IN pes tit schools.3

11 hal

litlick-II It helot% "Thr Challenge of Change 1.1 ti.thoul Finance," th, I" Change In School Finance
ilAaahlngIun C. NalL/Mill' Edul'ation s. mu. igtiiifl 196,75. p 21.

3Ftaht-o. Cothril. Ilifferentiab and Iii.trict SLAW Sutton! Aid:. the Challenge tif I hunge Schtuil Finance.

p 129
44.1
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In the final anaiysis, the state and local communities do have an obligation both to the children in

public school and to the taxpayers supporting the system. Credibility and effectiveness can only be
maintained by the system so long as the resouces are used wisely and common sense prevails over emotion.

The task is neither easy nor impossible. The task is ours to meet.

445
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:

REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Goals of Specia; Education
The objective of a special education program, i.e.. an education program for handicapped children, is

basically no different from that for the rcgular school program. The objective is founded upon recognizing

the worth and dignity of each individual, and it can be simply stated: to help each pupil to become a

worthy and useful citizen. Therefore, special education must be considered an integral part of the general

education sequence. Children who deviate from the normal child in physical, mental, social, or emotional

;:haracteristics or abilities require specialized programs to enable them to attain the maximum of their

potential. Thus the goal of special education programs is to support and facilitate the handicapped child in

his educational and social development. To accomplish this goal, special education can be described as an

adjustment of materials, facilities, and techniques of instruction which meet the needs of pupils whose

handicaps make it difficult for them to benefit from a regular school program.

Approach Used in This Study
Each school district providing special education services in the State of Washington estimates the

services and ;.:osts thereof for the coining school year. A state-wide summary of these data gives the nature

and extent of special education services provided and the associated costs. Data on the special education
program in the State of Washington were obtained from the Office of State Superintendent of Public
Instruction. The data for the 1969-70 school year are reviewed and analyzed to derive some program
costs. Data are not available to break down the cost elements further. The only meaningful way to analyze

the special education programs in more detail would be to treat each handicapping condition as a program
in itself. The large number of handicapping conditions covered in special education would make this sort

of analysis too unwieldy relative to the purpose of this study.
The data accumulated to compile this report were neither extensive nor exhaustive. The principal

sources were the Special Education Department and the Division of Finance and Administration, both of
which are part of the State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Review of Data Collected
The categorization of handicap is currently delineated as physically handicapped, mentally retarded,

and emotionally maladjusted. The first two of these categories are further differentiated. The breakdown

of these categories, characterization of each, and enrollments for the school year 1969-70 are given in

Table I. As seen from these data, there were i 8,734 pupils enrolled in the total program; the majority of

these (approximately 60 percent) were mentally retarded. The further breakdown of these enrollments in

terms of age groups, full-time equivalent pupils, and number of classes is given in Table 1 The next-to-last

column of Table 2, titled "EST. AVE. FTE," is the estimated average full-time equivalent student, a term

defined in the footnote to Table 2. This number is approximately 20 percent smaller than the total

number of students served. It is on the basis of this parameter that special education funds are estimated

and allocated in the State of Washington.
The number of pupils receiving specialized services in both special classes and regular classes is shown

in Table 3. Specialized services are those services provided by specially trained and sometimes certified or

licensed professional personnel. These services support and supplement the special education program of

the employing school district and also serve the total enrollment of the employing district or cooperating

district. When the personnel supplying their services are full-time in the special education program, they

are referred to as supportive personnel. When the total school population receives their services, they are

called itinerant personnel. The ratio of handicapped students to total school population is roughly 2

percent; the last column of Table 3 indicates that the ratio of handicapped to regular students requiring

special services far exceeds that figure. On the average, approximately 82 percent (15,290 of 18,734) of

handicapped pupils receive some sort of specialized service, as compared with 12 percent (100,000 of

800,000) of the regular students. As one might expect, the data indicate that the special education

program uses the services of physical and occupat,ignal therapists extensively.
449
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Tabie 7

STUDENT-TEACHER RATIOS FOR SPECIAL CLASSES

BY TYPE OF HANDICAP

Suggested
Type of Handicap Ratiol

Inferred Number
of Teachers

1. Educable Mentally Retarded 15/1 637

2. Trainable Mentally Retarded 10/1 146

3. Hard of Hearing 8/1 33

4. Deaf 8/1 34

S. Partially Seeing 12/1 9

6. Blind 16;1 9

7. Orthopedically Handicapped 6/1 93

8. Neurologically hnpaired 8/1 100

9. Emotionally Disturbed 10/1 252

10. Other Assume the average of 11/1 283

Total 1,596

1
Special Education Handbook for School Administrators.
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Tabk 8

THE NUMBER OF PUPILS IN A CLASS

BY TYPE OF HANDICAP

lYpe of Handicap

Number Inferred from

Date in Table 2

Suggested Load
for a

Special Class1

1. Educable Mentally Retarded 13 6-16

2. Trainable Mentally Retarded 12 6-10

3. Hard of Hearing 11 6-8

4. Deaf 6 4-8

5. Partially Seeing 12 6-12

6. Blind 11 6-10

7. Orthopedically Handicapped 11 4

8. Neurologically Impaired 12 4-8

9. Emotionally Disturbed 14

10. Other

1
Special Education Handbook for School Administrators 1970. (See Sources of Information. )
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Recom me nda fion s
The author recommends that the Special-Education Program be included in the apportionment

formula. Therefore. minimum, base. and ideal programs arc estimated and presented in Table 10.

1. Minimum Program
It appears that the I 969-70 program is a minimum program since it met only about 81 percent
of the total estimated need. The costs per pupil which should be utilized to represent this

program are S I .908 for total program costs or $1,384 for excess costs.
2. Base Program

The base program is postulated as simply adding service sufficient for those on the waiting lists.

The figures for per-pupil costs to meet this need were estimated in the previous section and

came to $1,922 per FTE and $1,414 per FTE for total program and excess costs, respectively.

3. Ideal Program
The analysis made above on student-teacher ratios and number of pupils in classes indicates that

the minimum and base programs would probably still be deficient in terms of the guidelines

suggested by educators in the field.
The analysis showed that the program is deficient by 211 classroom teachers. If the ideal

ratio of teachers to students per class is to be maintained, additional classrooms are needed.

Using the average value of 11 pupils to one teacher per class then perhaps 19 additional

elas,;rooms would be required. Using val-vts of $9,330 per FTE classroom teacher (derived from

Table 6) and $5,942 per classroom, the total cost of adding 211 teachers and 19 classrooms is

roughly $2,081,530. Therefore, the added cost per FTE pupil is this figure divided by the total

number of FTE pupils (15,306), or $122. Adding this incremental cost to the base program cost

yields a net total program cost of $2,044 per FTE. Using a sealing factor of 0.74 between total

program and excess costs yields an excess cost per FTE pupil of $1,513.

Program

Minimun

Base

Ideal

Table 10

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED

PER-PUPIL COSTS

BY PROGRAM

Cost Per FTE Pupil

Total Excess

$ 1,910 $1,380

2,300 1710

2430 1,800
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Appendix B

ADDITISNAL INFORMATION

A breakdown of the costs for the special education program in 1969-70 is shown in terms of object

and function in Table 1, following. The percent value above the dollar figure is the cost percentage by

object, and the percent value below the dollar figure is the cost percentage by function. It is seen that the

major cost item per object is salaries; the largest percentage is instructional salary costs.

A random selection was made to obtain estimated data filed on Form HC-R/SD at the state office

from school districts of varying sizes for the school year 1970-71. Six school districts were chosen to

bracket a range of school-district sizes. A comparison of the costs for special classes and total services for

these districts is shown in Table 2. The first two columns give the estimated number of FTE pupils

enrolled in special classes and the estimated average FTE pupils who receive itinerant services. Column

three is the sum of these. Column four gives the estimated total program costs per FTE; column five, the

excess cost per FTE for special classes. The excess costs per FTE range from $451 to $1,084. The total

excess program cost, including itinerant services, is given in column six. The last column of numbers in

Table 2 is the adjusted excess cost per total FTE, or the ratio of column six to column one. Here, the

cost per FTE is seen to range from $996 to $1,871, which compares with the state-wide average for

1969-70 of $1,380 for the services provided in that year.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR INDIAN CHILDREN:
RECOMMENDATIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS

Introduction
This report deals with one of the tasks performed in a study being conducted by Battelle-Northwest

For the Washington State Temporary Special Levy Study Commission. The Battelle phase of the Levy
Study deals with the programs and financial needs of the state's public schools, and specifically with I 1

determining the educational programs that are common among school districts, 2 determining the
variations in cost among these programs, and 3 1 developing and using a cost model to simulate the effects
of alternative approaches in funding schools.

In any consideration of the costs of providing full opportunity for a basic education for each child, it
must be acknowledged that special problems exist which place some students in a disadvantaged position
relative to the majority. Such situations clearly create differences in the cost per child. Public educational
policy is committed to the philosophy that special helps or compensatory measures be applied to help give
"disadvantaged- children the same opportunities as their neighbors in achieving the main goals of
American education. These goals were stated by John W. Gardner as "individual self-fulfillment,
preparation for citizenship, preparation for the 'world of work,' and participation in the American
mainstreamin his own style and to his own limit.-1

School districts can receive Federal and state funds through several programs designed to improve the
education of disadvantaged children. The most common target groups are the physically and mentally
handicapped, urban disadvantaged, Indian and migrant children. However, the level of funding now
available is insufficient either to support all of the programs needed or to provide them to all of the
children in the state who require them.

This report deals with programs for Indian children in the public schools of Washington State. The
special programs widely considered to be most beneficial and necessary for Indian children are briefly
described, their costs are estimated, and the total cost per pupil is estimated for each of severa: clusters of
programs considered to range from a minimum basic to a complete or exemplary program.

General Approach
The special or compensatory programs and their costs were obtained by consolidating the data and

recommendations from state and Federal reports and other literature on Indian education and from
7esource persons contacted in the course of this study. The list of resource persons is attached to this
report. It includes state education and local school district officials, specialists and consultants from the
State Office of Public Instruction and from the state's colleges, and Indians in Washington State who have

been concerned with education.
From the information received from all sources, program priorities and cost estimates were derived as

objectively as seemed possible from the variety of opinions expressed by the resource persons. Program

cost estimates from several sources were usually in close agreement and average or median values could be

confidently chosen. Ranges beyond 25 percent could usually be explained by real program differences.

Program priorities were established by consolidating recommendations received, noting both how often each

program was cited and the order of priorities assigned by the resource person. Weighting factors were applied,

giving greatest weight to the programs given the highest priorities; a rank was thus obtained. The program
rankings by Indians were not the same as those by school officials and educators, and this is noted in the text.

Because of time restrictions, not all of the desirable sources of information nor resource persons
could be consulted. Most inquiries were made by telephone, and in some cases mailed responses and
personal visits followed.

Programs Investigated
Most of the programs specifically for Indian students in the public schools are supported by Federal

Johnson-O'Malley Act funds administered by the State Office of Public Instruction. Additional funding

1
The Report of the President's Commission on National Goals, "Goals for Americans," (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,

1960), 9. 81.
41.1 473 -
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for Indian programs has been prc iided in the past few years through state Urbail, Racial, Rural, and

Disadvantaged (URRD) sources. Both Johnson-O'Malley and URRD grants are awarded competitively
(that is, not automatically on a "per-Indian-student" basis) for specific program proposals.

A variety of programs are carried out in the state, varying considerably in emphasis from district to
district. Not surprisingly, most resource persons emphasized one or more of the kinds of programs already
being applied to some degree in at least some school districts. New programs not already on the "list"

were rarely suggested.
The programs most often recommended are listed in order of priority in Table I. Each program is

more fully described in the following paragraphs.

1. School-Home Liaison. Indians from the local community are employed to work as home
visitation aides for the school. Their purpose is to improve communications between the home
and the school and to influence family interest and student motivation. They achieve these goals
by interpreting the school policies and programs for the family and by explaining the circumstances
in the home and the community to the staff of the school. It is essential that the aides know the
community, are well accepted in the homes, are able to be impartial, and carefully respect
confidences.

2. Remedial Programs. These programs may be carried on throughout K-12, but they emphasize
reading, mathematics, and other basic skills in the elementary school years. They should be
provided for the students at as early an age as possible and as soon as a difficulty is detected.
The programs may involve individualized instruction by remedial reading specialists and other
professionals, summer schools, tutoring, and introduction of methods or media better suited to
the interests and needs of the disadvantaged group.

3. Early Childhood Education. Emphasis is on preschool preparation, usually through a
"1-leadstart" program or its equivalent. Present indications are that special motor and conceptual
skill development efforts should be continued at least three more years fot most disadvantaged
children. A program similar to "Follow-Through" may meet this need.1

4. Teacher Aides. Indians from the local community are employed as teacher aides. An aide works
in the classroom, under the direction of the teacher, helping individual students and small
groups in drill, recitation, testing, etc. Direct contact with the children is important. A teacher
aide program is normally used in the lower grades, but may be effectively extended into junior
high school if persons competent in the subjects are available.

5. Teacher Training. Summer institutes, workshops, and in-service training programs are used to
help the teachers learn the history of American Indians; to learn the cultures and life styles of
Pacific Northwest Indians, and particularly of the tribes or bands represented in the district; to
become sensitive to the cultural backgrounds and value systems of their children; and to dispel
the various misconceptions and cliches about Indians that most white Americans have
"inherited." The training may also cover techniques and curriculum programs more suited to
the Indian children, but these programs must be accompanied by development of an increased
understanding of the relevant history and culture for which the programs are designed. The need
for such teacher training programs will diminish if a substantial percentage of the professional

staff in the schools is Indian.
6. Enrichment of the Curriculum. Most of the suggested curriculum revisions fall into three

categories:
a. Revision of the social studies and language arts curriculum to make substantial additions of

American Indian anthropology, history and culture, and the history of conflicts between
Indians and the American settlers and the U. S. government.

b. Addition of curriculum found to be particularly relevant to the Indian students, such as
Indian languages, art and craft forms, music, dancing, and games (taught by local Indian

adults when possible).
c. Expansion or addition of vocational education programs that are found to be attractive to

the Indian youth.

Follow Through is basically a post-Headstart program, blending Headstart instructional techniques into the usual K-2

school curriculum. It involves a small class load per teacher, planned parent participation, a home-school aide who works in

the classroom and also with the parents in their homes, and a supplemental health and nutrition program.
474
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7. School Counselors. Expanded professional counseling services, including vocational counseling.
Obviously, the counselor must be sensitive to Indian concerns and able to reach out to the problem
student.

8. Health Services. Public health nurses' and part-time physicians' services are provided to give each
child a thorough physical examination and maintain much closer surveillance over the health of
the children than is normal in school programs.

9. Food Services. Johnson-O'Malley funds have been used by some districts to pay for free or
reduced-price lunches for Indian children. Breakfast or a snack has also been provided in some
cases. The Department of Agriculture subsidizes free lunch programs for all low-income children
who apply, and Johnson-O'Malley funds may no longer be used for this purpose.

Table 1

PROGRAMS RECOMMENDED MOST FREQUENTLY BY RESOURCE PERSONS
(In descending order of priority)

1. School-home liaison.

2. Remedial programs for basic skills (summer school, tutoring, etc).

3. Early childhood education (e. g. , Headstart).

4. Use of teacher aides who are members of the Indian community.

5. Teacher training (especially for cultural awareness and history

of the people).
6. Enrichment of the curriculum.
7. School counselors.

8. Health services.

9. Food services.

Note: Resource persons who am Indian cited "teacher training" (item 5) and utilization of teacher aides (item 4) more
frequently than the group as a whole. These items appeared to rank third and fourth in importance to them wbile
the other programs ranked essentially in the order they appear above.
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Presen t Funding
Most of the above programs are presently funded to some degree from Federal and state sources.

Johnson-O'Malley funding levels to Washington State were $229,350 in 1968-69, and $560,000 in 1969-70.
About 75 percent of the funds have been allocated directly to school districts for approved programsland the
remainder supported teacher training contracts, instructional materials, development projects, and
administration. Johnson-O'Malley funds are granted only to those districts that are on or near Indian trust
land and that have a "significant" number of Indian students. Therefore, the funds tend to supplement the
Federal Impact (PL-874) payments. The state URRD funds are not so restricted and URRD grants are being
made to some districts that do not receive JOM funds. State URRD projects for Indians in 1969-70 amounted
to $267,000, serving approximately 1,800 Indian students in 10 school districts. The JOM funds served about
4,000 Indian students in 1968-69 and 5,236 in 1969-70 (in 30 school districts) for an average funding level of
$80 per Indian student. Since the Indian enrollment in the state was 10,674 in autumn 1969, these programs
reached approximately 50 percent of the Indian students in the public schools. The distribution of funds by
program in the 1969-70 school year is given in Table 2.

Federal Impact (PL-874) funds allocated to Washington's Johnson-O'Malley schools in 1969-70
totaled $738,000. However, these funds are normally included in regular operating budgets and cannot be
linked to educational programs for any particular group of students (educational disadvantage is not a
criterion for PL-874 funding).

Goals of a Model Program
A special program for Indian students in public schools should be able to meet the following goals:
1. Developing and maintaining the students' learning rate so that the average achievement of

Indian students at least equals that of the average student of the same age.

2. Giving a prominent place to the history and culture of American Indians at least in those
schools that have Indian students.

3. Building a positive self-image in Indian youth.

4. Involving Indian parents in planning and carrying out the education program.

5. Providing Indian children with opportunities for multiracial educational experiences.

These goals were drawn mainly from the recommendations presented by the Washington State Joint
Legislative Committee on Education in 1968,2 from the 1969 special subcommittee (The Kennedy
Committee) report to the U. S. Senate,3 and other work0

Program Examples
A balanced program that will meet the variety of individual needs of Indian children throughout their

school years will necessarily include several of the programs identified in Table 1.

To meet the goals stated above, it seems imperative that the programs begin in the preschool years
and heavily emphasize language and basic skill development during the primary grades.

Of the many possible program alternatives, three examples of programs have been selected that
represent three levels of program emphasis. The first is a complete or model program, designed to meet
every educational need as it arises. The second is a limited and more modest program, and the third is a
minimum basic program. The success of the last in meeting the program goals may be expected to be
spotty and very dependent on the abilities of the teachers. Each of these programs is described below and
also summarized in Table 3.
1
Currently, Indian parent advisory committees in each district must approve (by signature) the proposed JOM programs
before funding can be authorized.

Joint Committee on Education (see Bibliography), pp. 35-39.
3

U.S. Senate Special Subcommittee on Indian Education.

4
Bruce Gaarder; Harold Miller; Nancy Luril; Office of Education; and others.
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Table 2

FUNDING LEVEL FOR SPECIAL INDIAN PROGRAMS
IN WASHINGTON STATE SCHOOL DISTRICTS1-1969-70

1. Home-School Liaison

2. Remedial Programs

JOM URRE Title I
Titles

HandIN

$105,000

Regular 36,000 $122,000 $320,503 $27,000

Summer 76,000 29,000

3. Early Childhood

Headstart and Day Care2 44,000

Kindergarten 28,000

Follow-Through 34,000

4. Teacher Aides 31,000

5. Tacher Training 25,000 45,000

6. Curriculum Enrichment 24,000 56,000 7,500

7. Health Services 7,000 11,000

8. Food Services 25,000

9. Other (mainly program
devel. and planning) 79,000

Total $436,000 $267,000 $357,000 $ 72,000

1
Obtained from a program summary by Mrs. Lorraine Misiaszek. The dollar amounts are rounded. In some cases forecast

rather than actual expenditures were used.

2
Not including regular state and federally financed programs. Headstart projects under 0E0/HEW are known to serve a few

hundred Indians, but enrollments by race are not available. Five all-Indian Headstart programs are operating in the state

(directly funded by HEWWashington, D.C.) serving 150 children in full-year programs and 50 in summer programs.

(Funding $136,000.)
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Program 1The Model Program
1. One year of prekindergarten education for every Indian child.
2. Three years (K-2) of a Follow-Through type program for every Indian child and with non-Indian

children comprising at least 20 percent of the program enrollment. (The percentage of
non-Indian children may include all children eligible for Follow-Through by the usual
criterionpovertybut costs above the 20 percent level would not be identified as Indian
program costs.)

3. Teacher aides utilized in grades three to six, with no reduction of ratios of students to
professional teachers. (Follow-Through includes aides in K-2.)

4. Home-school liaison serving all Indian children in the district.
5. Compensatory basic skills programs for those showing significant problems and deficiencies. We

will assume that 10 percent of the Indian students will need concentrated compensatory help.
6. Curriculum enrichment provided in the secondary school.
7. Expanded counseling services serving Indian students from grades 7 through 12.
8. Institutes or in-service training required for all teachers, principals, and counselors. Professionals

will receive at least 60 hours per year of special training or alternatively, an in-service program;
paraprofessionals will receive 30 hours per year.

9. Free lunches and breakfast snacks made available to low income Indian children. This assumes
an average of 75 percent of the Indian students will participate.

10. Expanded health services provided.

Program 2A Limited Program
1. One year of prekindergarten education for every Indian child.
2. Teacher aides utilized in grades K-4.
3. Home-school liaison serving all Indian children in the district.
4. Special training required for all teachers, counselors, and principals. They will receive 60 hours

per year in workshops or institutes (or alternatively, in an in-service program).
5. Curriculum enrichment for secondary students.
6. Expanded counseling services for grades 7-12 Indian students.
7. Remedial or compensating programs provided for those exhibiting special needs. This assumes

20 percent of the Indian students will need concentrated, special help.
8. Free food services made available for K-6 students.
9. Health services provided for K-6 students.

Program 3A Basic or Minimum Program
1. One year of prekindergarten education for every Indian child.
2. Teacher aides in K-4.
3. Home-school liaison serving all Indian children in the district.
4. Special in-service or workshop training provided all teachers, counselors, and principals. The

training would consist of at least 30 hours per year.
5. Compensatory programs provided for students with special problems. It is assumed that 30

percent of the students will need compensatory instruction.
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Estimate of Basic Cost
The average or estimated cost for each of the above programs is given in Table 4. The notes attached

to the table briefly explain the rationale for those cases in which the cost figure was not simply an average
or median of the figures quoted by resource persons.

It should be noted that some of the programs, of their nature, benefit all students in the classes, not
just the Indian students. This applies to teacher aides and teacher training programs. In order to apply the
unit costs in these cases, it is necessary to use the total enrollment figures rather than those just for Indian
enrollment.

The unit costs of teacher aide and staff training programs will be markedly affected by the
percentage of Indian students in a district; this is because the costs of training personnel remains constant
regardless of the number of Indian students in a given class. These per-pupil cost variations are illustrated
by the curves in Figures 1 and 2. It is evident that the additional cost per Indian pupil for one teacher aide
per classroom, where the ratio of students to professional teacher is kept at 25, becomes greater than the
total average educational cost when the percentage of Indian students in the class falls below about 15.
When the training programs reach a per-pupil cost in excess of $500 per year, various forms of individual
instruction, such as tutoring and other remedial programs, appear to be more attactive from an economic
standpoint. At this point, however, difficult questions about the relative effectiveness of each of these
types of program must be raised. In addition, the tangible and intangible extra benefits to the families and
the community which result from adult Indiang being employed in the schools as participants in the teaching
process would need to be factored into the decision.

The teacher training programs also inevitably have high per-pupil costs when the percentage of Indian
students is low (see Figure 2). In this case, the point at which remedial programs become conomically
attractive is at about 10 percent Indian enrollment. The question of effectiveness must be asked again:
"Will a good remedial program compansate for the damage done (especially during the early grades) by an
unknowing and insensitive teacher?"

Other alternatives should probably be considered for those cases where the Indian student enrollment
is low. The most obvious is to group the Indian children into a few classes and carefully select, or train,
particular teachers. In these cases, adult Indian teacher-aides could be assigned to selected classrooms, and the
cost of the program in the area below 15 percent Indian enrollment (see Figures 1 and 2) might be reduced by
up to a factor of two.

Table 4

AVERAGE COSTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN'

Program Cost Per Child2

1 . Prekindergarten education $1,000

(Readstart or similar).

2. Prekindergarten combined with
full-time day care - educational
component only (full year
program).

1
These casts are in addition to the normal student entitlements.

2
Costs are annual unless indicated otherwise; 180-day school year assumed.
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Table 4continued

Program

3. Follow-Through
A post-Headstart program of
concentrated remedial education
in K-2.

Cost Per Child1

4. Teacher Aides in kindergarten
and primary grades. (Assume
class sizes per professional
do not change.)

5. Home-School liaison -
counseling program

6. Compensatory Programs
a. Remedial reading program
b. Tutoring
c. Summer School - 6 weeks
d. Summer School - Camp (full-

time counseling and diversi-
fied academic, social, and
enrichment activities and
board).

7. Counseling.

8. Curriculum enrichment
(Assuming special classes meet
2 or 3 times per week).

9. In-Service Teacher and Teacher aide
Training.

a. Training Programs held at
colleges or educational
centers.

Costs are annual unless indicated otherwise; 180-day school year assumed.
481
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Table 4-continued

Program
1

Cost Per Child

b . Workshops-
Simi lar to above , but
held in participants
school district.

For paraprofessionals.

c. In-service training
program.

10 . Food Services-
Bre ak f ast or snack and lunch
furnished.

11. Health Services.

$250 per week per
participant

200 per week

300-600 per trainee

120

20

Notes
1. It was assumed that 25 percent of total day-care-Headstart operating costs would be funded as the educational

program, as is presently the case in the migrant day-care project (NRO, Pasco).

2. The present Follow-Through projects are funded at about 20 percent more than this figure, but they are new and
exemplary programs. Experience should result in a more economical program. The unit cost figure must be applied to
the total Follow-Through enrollment, not simply the Indian enrollment.

3. Teacher-aide assignments benefit all students, not just the disadvantaged. Therefore, the costs per pupil is based on
total class enrollment (e.g., 25 students).

4. Tutoring costs vary directly with the number of hours of contact. The figure given is based on a two-hours-per-week
sustained program.

5. A "remedial" summer program is assumed at about 25 percent higher cost than a normal instructional program of this
duration.

6. A student-counselor ratio of about one half the normally advised load is assumed. The cost figure represents one half of
the counselor's salary.

7. Staff training programs benefit all students, whether disadvantaged or not. Consequently, when a training program is
costed on a per-student basis, the whole teaching load (e.g., 25 students) is counted.

1
Costs are annual unless indicated otherwise; 180-day school year assumed.
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Figure 1

ESTIMATED COST PER INDIAN STUDENT FOR TEACHER AIDES
AS A FUNCTION OF PERCENT INDIAN ENROLLMENT
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Figure 2

COST PER INDIAN STUDENT FOR TEACHER
TRAINING PROGRAMS AS A FUNCTION OF PERCENT ENROLLMENT

Aides (1 Week)

Teadhers (2 Weeks)

10 20 30 40 50 60

Percent Indian Enrollment
484

F1 I V



Estimate of State-wide Costs
The number of Indian children enrolled in the state's public schools is about 10,000 (9,669 were

reported for 1968-69 and 10,674 for 1969-70). The distributions for 1968-69 by grade and by district size are

shown in Tables 5 and 8; the percentages of enrollment in Table 6.
Indian programs were funded in 1969-70 in 30 districts, affecting nearly half of the Indian students

in the state. Thc present state and Federal programs are almost exclusively concentrated in the districts on

or bordering Indian reservations. Most of these schools have Indian enrollments of 10 percent or more.
The remainder of the Indian students in the state are widely distributed, as is evident from the data in
Table 6 and 7. One hundred sixteen districts reported enrollments including at least one percent Indian
students. The highest percentages occur in the small districts (see Table 7); those with enrollments of less

than 1,000 account for about 3,000 Indian students. On the other hand, the urban and suburban school

districts with enrollments above 10,000 have only about 2,300 Indian students, for an average of only 0.6
percent of the students. For example, the 602 Indian children in Seattle schools are distributed
throughout two thirds of the schools in the district. The elementary schools that have the highest

percentage of Indian students are Georgetown at 8.7 percent (22 students) and Gatzert at 8.5 percent.
About half of the Indian students are presently not affected by the speciai programs discussed in this

report. Outside of the Johnson-O'Malley districts, a small number of Indian children are enrolled in

Headstart, Follow-Through, and dropout-prevention programs. A new state-supported program in Seattle,
American Indian Heritage, will serve elementary school Indian students. This is one of the few programs
developed specifically for urban Indian students. It is not possible to determine what benefits disadvantaged

Indian youth obtain from the URRD, Title I, and Title VIII programs in the non-Johnson-O'Malley
schools, but since the Indians are greatly outnumbered by other disadvantaged groups (primarily white

and Negro poor), the programs are not usually concerned with needs unique to Indian children.
The special Indian programs recommended in this report should probably be extended to the

majority of the Indian childre,' in the state. Grants should be made on a district-by-district basis for

programs tailored to specific needs and circumstances in each district. To forecast state-wide costs,
however, will require making some approximations and arbitrary assumptions about program applicability

and costs in schools having small percentages of Indian students. These assumptions involve principally

two issues:

1. Whether programs that have been applied and are recommended in the Johnson-O'Malley
schools will be educationally successful if applied in the same way elsewhere in the state. Note
that the JOM districts are almost all small and rural, and have moderate to high Indian

enrollments.

2. Whether the per-pupil costs of the programs as they have been applied are applicable to other,
much different, school districts, and whether practical ways can be found to cont ol costs that
tend to increase rapidly with decreasing percentages of Indian students (e.g., teacher training
costs) without sacrificing the purpose of the program.

One of the principal deficiencies now is a lack of data on effectiveness of the various programs. Some

of the most costly programs ranked high on the priority list. The most expensive components of the
over-all cost of each of the three recommended program examples were (in decreasing order):

I. Use of teacher aides (effectively reduces class size).
2. Teacher training.
3. Follow-Through.
4. Headstart.

For a state-wide cost estimate, the cost data given in Table 4 were applied to the Johnson-O'Malley

school districts for each of the three recommended program examples. The per-student cost obtained in

that way was then arbitrarily applied to the entire state.
There were 30 Johnson-O'Malley school districts funded in 1969-70. The number of Indian students

enrolled in these schools is approximately 4,330, and the total enrollment is 44,000. We have assumed

that the distribution by grade is the same as the state average given in Table 5, except that the
kindergarten enrollment figure for Indians was increased to include all eligible children (the actual
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kindergarten enrollment is about 75 percent of the first-grade enrollment). Thus, the distribution assumed
was:

In di an Total

400 3 1 2 0

1-6 2 4 6 0 2 1 , 3 0 0

7-9 970 1 0 2 0 0

1 0 -12 600 9 , 3 80

4 4 30 4 4 , 00 0

For this population of students, the total extra cost for each of the three recommended program
examples &scribed previously was estimated. The details of the calculations was given in Appendix B.

Table 8, following, summarizes the results. Again it should be pointed out that these costs are in excess of
the normal student entitlements.

The estimated cost for Program 3 (minimum basic program) is given as $700 per Indian student per
year (in Johnson-O'Malley schools) in addition to normal educational costs. This can be compared with
the funding level of about $250 per student for all Indian programs in those schools in 1969-70 (see Table

2). Thus, the recommended minimum program would cost nearly three times the present expenditure.
The hazards of applying this cost estimate to the state as a whole were discussed above. In order to

conduct an effective program with an additional cost of $700 or more per year per student in schools

having low percentages of Indian students, program modifications will certainly be needed. Some
possibilities arc:

1. Where percentage Indian enrollments are small, the Indian students could be clustered in fewer
classes and special compensatory measures applied only to those classes.

2. The programs could be applied as suggested to the Johnson-O'Malley schools and others having
relatively high Indian enrollments (say, above 10 or 15 percent). The remainder of the Indian
children in the state (approximately 5,000) would be served by (a) allowing them freedom to
select which school they attend and (b) providing each with a voucher equal in value to the
per-student expenditure for Indian programs established in the Johnson-O'Malley schools.

Table 5

RACIAL DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS
IN WASHINGTON STATE BY GRADE

(1968-69 School Year)1

Grade

Number by Race

Negro Oriental Indian Spanish2 White

K 1,582 726 647 903 52,265

1-6 9,645 5,029 5,347 7,186 356,449

7-9 4,040 2,725 2,111 2,621 173,596

10-12 3,070 2,010 1,286 1,776 160,558

H,primary3 385 45 156 176 6,066

H,secondary 427 25 122 113 4,635

Total 19,149 10,060 9,669 12,775 753,569

1From district enrollment reports to the State Office of Public Instruction.

2Spanish surnamed.
3 Handicapped programs (H).
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Table 6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF INDIAN STUDENTS
IN THE DISTRICTS

(1968-69 School Year)1

Percent Indian
Students No. of Districts

Less than 1 205
1 to 5 70
5 to 10 20

10 to 15 9

15 to 20 6

20 to 40 5

40 to 60 2

60 to 80 1

80 to 100 3

Table 7

DISTRIBUTION OF INDIANS BY DIISTRICT SIZE
(1968-69 School Year)I

Size Group
No. of
Districts

No. of
Indian
Students

Average
Percentage
of Distrid
Enrollment

Percentage
of State

Enrollment

> 20,000 6 1,647 0.66 17.0

10,000- 20,300 9 642 0.5 6.6

5,000- 10,000 20 L027 0.7 10.6

2,500- 5,000 30 1,997 1.8 20.7
1,600- 2,500 25 631 1.1 6.5

1,000- 1,600 28 796 2.2 8.2
500-
200-

1,000
500

60
65

1 ,543
612

3.4
2.8

16.0
6.3

200 83 774 11.2 8.0

Total 9,669

1
From district enrollment reports to the State Office of Public Instruction.
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Table 8

ESTIMATED COST FOR EACH OF THE THREE PROGRAM EXAMPLES

Program

1. The Model
Program

2. The Limited
Program

3 . The Basic or
Minimum Pro-
gram

1
In excess of normal entitlements.

Estimated Cost1
For 30 JOM Districts

Total Annual Annual Cost per State-Wide
Cost Indian Student Application2

$4,900,000 $1,100

4,020,000 900

3,200,000 700

2
It is assumed that the average cost per student will be applicable throughout the State.
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Appendix A

RESOURCE PERSONS FOR INDIAN EDUCATION PROGRAMS

The following persons contributed program ideas, recommendations, and/or cost information.
However, the conclusions and recommendations in this report are those of the author, and endorsement
by any of the following persons should not be assumed.

Joe Bata li
Superintendent, Mount Adams School District
White Swan, Washington

Rich Boyd
Title HI Coordinator
State Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

Warren Burton
Specialist, Intercultural Education
State Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

James 0. Click
Supervisor of Migrant and Indian Education
State Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

Robert Deal
Superintendent of Wapato School District
Wapato, Washington

George Ellis
Superintendent, Port Angeles Public Schools
Port Angeles, Washington

John Emhoolah, Director
American Indian Heritage Program
Seattle Public Schools
Seattle, Washington

Floyd Gabriel
Director, Center for Migrant and Indian Education
Toppenish, Washington

Ted George
Indian and former teacher in Washington State

Howard Hasff
Coordinator of Federal Programs
Granger School District
Granger, Washington

C.V. Hostetter
Federal Program Coordinator
Auburn Public Schools
Auburn, Washington -/495 -

George Kontos
Consultant, Battelle-Northwest
Richland, Washington

Milo Long
Title I Coordinator
State Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

Lorraine Misiaszek
Consultant for Indian Education
State Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington

Robert Muehe
Education Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Yakima Agency
Toppenish, Washington

Harold Patterson
Superintendent, Taholah Schools
Taholah, Washington

Louis Patton
Coordinator of Special Programs
Wapato School District
Wapato, Washington

Helen Peterson
Project "Follow-Through" Director
Yakima Public Schools
Yakima, Washington

Walter Polley
Coordinator of Federal Programs
Toppenish School District
Toppenish, Washington

Stanley Smartlowit
Chairman, Education Committee
Yakima Tribal Council
Toppenish, Washington

Glen 0. Willison
Superintenden: of Cape Flattery

School District
Clallum, Washington



Appendix B

PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES

0

The unit cost of each of the three program examples descrItcd in the report was estimated by

utilizing the data in Table 3. The results are per-pupil costs in dollars.

Program 1

I. Home-School Liaison: 50 times the total Indian enrollment.

2. Compensatory Programs: (250) (0.10) (total Indian enrollment).

3. Prekindergarten: 1,000 times the number of Indian children who will be eligible for K the

succeeding term.
4. Follow-Through, K-2: 650/0.8 times the number of Indian children enrolled in K through 2.

5. Teacher Aides, 3-6: 100 times the total 3-6 enrollment.
6. Teacher and Teacher-Aide Training Programs: (2)x(275)x(number of teachers, counselors, and

principals), plus 200 times the number of teacher-aides.
7. Curriculum Enrichment: 40 times the high school Indian enrollment.

8. Expanded Counseling: 25 times the grades 7-12 Indian enrollment.

9. Health Services: 20 times the Indian student enrollment.
10. Food Services: (120)x(0.75)x(Indian student enrollment).
The summing of these cost elements can be simplified by estimating the number of children of

pre-kindergarten and kindergarten ages from the first-grade enrollment. (State kindergarten enrollments do

not presently include all of the eligible children.) Similarly, the K through 2 enrollment can be estimated

from K-6 or 1-6 enrollments (elementary school figures in Table 5).

Program 2
1. Home-School Liaison: same as Program 1.
2. Compensatory: 250 (0.20) times the total Indian enrollment.
3. Prekindergarten: same as Program 1.
4. Teacher Aides, K-4: 100 times the total K-4 enrollment.
5. Teacher Training: (2) (275) times the number of teachers, counselors and principals.

6. Curriculum: same as Program I.
7. Counseling: same as Program 1.
8. Health Services: 20 times the K-6 Indian enrollment.
9. Food Services: 120 times the K-6 Indian enrollment.
The program cost formula is therefore a sum of these terms.

Program 3

1. Home-School Liaison: same as Program 1.

2. Compensatory programs: (250)(0.30) times the total Indian enrollment.

3. Prekindergarten: same as Program 1.

4. Teacher Aides: same as Program 2.
5. Teacher Training: 275 times the number of teachers, counselors and principals.

The program cost formula is therefore a sum of these terms.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR

MIGRANT CHILDREN: RECOMMENDATIONS

AND ESTIMATED COSTS

This report deals with programs for migrant students in Washington State. The techniques and
approach used are essentially the same as those employed for the report on Indian programs.

Applicability of Programs
A Washington State migrant worker survey conducted in 1966 by Consulting Services Corporation

(CSC) showed that 41 percent of the state's migrant farm workers were Mexican-American, 51 percent
Anglo, and nine percent Indian and Negro. However, since Mexican-American family sizes were found to
be considerably larger than those of other migrants, it is probable that considerably more than half the
migrant children in the schools are Mexican-American.

The objectives of the state's present migrant education programs are to provide teacher training,
curriculum development, various support services, and compensatory programs for children of migrant
farm laborers who attend school on either a part-time or full-time basis (see C. D. Babcock, J. 0. Click, et
al). Under this program, both the "true" migrants and "five-year" migrants are eligible. The term
"five-year migrant" refers to former migrant farm workers who are still in agricultural labor and who have

not been out of the migrant stream more than five years. The important difference from an educational
standpoint is that the exmigrant children remain in residence and therefore can attend school the full year,
generally in one school district. Sorne "true" migrants are residents of the State of Washington, but
migrate about the state and in neighboring states. The children may attend school the full year, but in
several districts.

Typical educational pattern for the true migrant child is that he:

I. Changes schools several times during the term.
/. Usually misses a week or more of school upon each change of residence.
3. Is out of the state, and possibly out of school, during most of the months of December through

February.
4. Drops out of school entirely during the early teens, having attained about a fifth-grade level ot

educa tion.

The exmigrant child has a much better attendance record, but his high school dropout rate is very
high. The CSC survey (Harbeston, 1966) showed that the typical adult migrant had completed the eighth
gyade, but the typical .Mexican-American had averaged only five years. (These figures do not necessarily
indicate actual achieveirrent levels.)

The statistical data on migrant child enrollments in the state's public schools are limited to those
from the districts funded for Title IMigrant Programs (about 32 districts), and these figures are only
preenrollment estimates, taken from program applications. The data from the 32 districts indicate that
the total number of migrant students in 1968-69 ranged from about 4,000 (in December) to 8,000 (in the
early autumn). Of these, about 45 percent were shown as true migrants, although this figure may be
inflated because of multiple enrollments.

These brief paragraphs about migrant education in Washington State barely identify a few of the
problerls. A more adequate discussion of the subject is far beyond the scope of this report.

Programs Investigated
Most of the programs specifically for migrant students in the public schools are supported by Federal

Title IMigrant funds administered by the State Office of Public Instruction. Some additional funding has
been forthcoming in the past few years from state Urban, Racial, Rural, and Disadvantaged (URRD)
sources. Both Title IMigrant and URRD grants are awarded competitively for specific program proposals.
In addition, migrant students, as any other stud ts, benefit to some degree from other programs for the
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Table 1

PROGRAMS RECOMMENDED MOST FREQUENTLY BY RESOURCE PERSONS
(In descending order of priority)

1. Preschool and other early childhood education
2. Home-School Liaison
3. Teacher-Training
4. Remedial Programs
5. Curriculum Improvements
6. Teacher-Aides
7. Health Services
8. Bilingual Education
9. Counseling

10. Food Services

Note: Resource persons who are Mexican-American ranked teacher training, curriculum improvements, and bilingual
education education at the top of the list, giving them about equal priority. The remainder of the programs
ranked in essentially the same order as they appear above.

disadvantaged, such as Title IBasic. Recently, Title VII funds for bilingual education programs have
become available. These would apply primarily to Spanish language programs in this state.

A variety of programs for migrant students are carried out in the state, varying considerably in
emphasis from district to district. Not surprisingly, as in the case of the Indians, most resource persons
emphasized one or more of the types of programs already being applied to some degree in at least some
school districts. New programs not already on the "list" were rarely suggested.

The programs most often recommended are listed in order of priority in Table 1. Each program is
described briefly in the next few pages.

1. Early Childhood Education. Emphasis is on preschool preparation, usually through a
"Headstart" program or its equivalent. Present indications are that special conceptual skill
development efforts should also be continued at least three more years for most disadvantaged
children. A program similar to "Follow-Through" may meet this need.

Recent pilot programs with child-parent centers may point the way to a new type of
"Headstart" that could supplement the formal program or meet an unfilled need among "true"
migrants, who generally cannot take part in Headstart programs.

Another form of Headstart for migrants is the educational component of the day care programs.
At present, about 20 percent of the preschool migrant children in the state are served by day
care centers.

2. Horne-School Liaison. Adults from the "migrant" community are employed to work as home
visitation aides for the school. Their purpose is to improve communications between the home
and the school and to influence famiJy interest and student motivation. They achieve these goals
through interpreting the school policies and programs for the family and by explaining
circumstances in the homes for the staff of the school. It is essential that the aides are well
accepted in the homes, are able to be impartial, and carefully respect confidences.

3. Teacher Training. Summer institutes, workshops, and in-service training programs are used to
help the teachers learn the history of American migrant farm workers, to learn the cultures and
life styles of various migrant groups (especially the Mexican-American. Indian, and Negro
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migrants) and to become sensitive to the cultural backgrounds and dispel the various
misconceptions and cliches most white Americans have inherited. The training may also cover
techniques and curriculum programs more suited to the migrant children, but these programs
must be accompanied by development of an increased understanding of the relevant history and
culture for which the programs are designed. The need for such teacher training programs will

diminish if a substantial percentage of the professional staff in the schools is Mexican-American.

4. Remedial Programs. These programs may be carried on throughout K-12, but thus emphasize
reading, mathematics, and other basic skills in the elementary school years. They should be
provided for the students at as eary an age as possible and as soon as a difficulty is detected.
The programs may involve individualized instruction by remedial reading specialists and other
professionals, summer s,.:hools, tutoring, and introduction of methods better suited to the
interests and needs of the disadvantaged group.

A full summer school program (10 or 12 weeks) is needed in migrant labor areas, especially for
the benefit of true migrant children.

5. Enrichment of the Curriculum. Most of the suggested curriculum revisions fall into three

categories:

a. Revision of the social studies and language arts curriculum to make substantial additions of
the history and culture of Mexican-Americans and migratory laborers.

b. Addition of curriculum found to be particularly relevant to the migrant students, including
Mexican art and craft forms, music, dancing and games (taught by local adults from the
migrant groups when possible).

c. Expansion or addition of appropriate vocational education programs.

6. Teacher Aides. Adults from the migrant community are employed as teacher aides. An aide
works in the classroom, under the direction of the teacher, helping individual Ludents and small

groups in drill, recitation, testing, etc. Direct contact with the children is important. A teacher
aide program is normally used in the lower grades, but may be effectively extended into junior
high school if persons competent in the subjects are available.

7. Health Services. Public health nurses' and part-time physicians' services are provided to give each

child a thorough physical examination each year and maintain much closer surveillance over the
health of the children than is normal in school programs.

8. Bilingual Education. Bilingual education consists of teaching all subjects in two languages

(English as the second language) in kindergarten and the lower primary grades. The program
requires curriculum in both languages and considerable training of the teachers and teacher
aides. This program is expected to remove the language handicap of Spanish-speaking children

by the mid-elementary grades. The program also enriches the education of nonmigrant children
by including them in the classes. In the Yakima County bilingual program (1970-71 school year;

kindergarten classes in Toppenish and Grandview) the classes are 50-50 Anglo and
Mexican-American.

9. School Counselors. Professional counseling services, including vocational counseling, are
expanded. Obviously, the counselor must be sensitive to the migrant child's problems.

10. Food Services. Title-I funds have been used by some districts to pay for free or reduced price
lunches for migrant children. Breakfast or a snack has also been provided in some cases. This
program is essential for the well-being of many children.
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Present Funding
Most of the above programs are presently funded to some degree from Federal and state sources. The

annual funding levels in Washington State under Title IMigrant have been constant at about $1.4 million
for the past few years. About $930,000 is distributed to the school districts for the conduct of programs.
The remainder supports the Center for the Study of Migrant and Indian Education in Toppenish, the
Migr an t Education Materials Center, Moses Lake, some teacher-training projects, and state
migrant-program adminisLration. These funds provide programs in up to 32 districts serving approximately
5,000 migrant children in the regular term and 2,300 in the summer programs.l About half of the children
are true migrants.

Migrant children also benefit from other remedial programs supported by URRD (state) and Office
of Economic Opportunity (both Federal and state funds. Title IBasic remedial projects in some districts
include migrant children, although they are not included as "disadvantaged" for Title IBasic funding if
they have been counted for Title IMigrant. Headstart projects in Washington State apparently include
about 650 migrant children, since a survey made in 1968 (Conrad H. Potter, et al) showed that 18 percent
of Headstart children had Spanish surnames.

The prekindergarten educational component of the migrant day-care program in Eastern Washington
began in March of 1970 in five centers (200 children) and is now extended to nine centers, for
approximately 400 children. The cost of this Headstart component is covered by URRD and other
funding sources.

Goals of a Model Program
A special program for migrant students in public schools should aim to meet the following goals:

1. Developing and maintaining the students' learning rate so that the average achievement of
migrant students at least equals that of the average Washington State student of the same age.

2. Giving a prominent place in the curriculum to the history and culture of the various migrant
groups.

3. Building a positive self-image in migrant youth.
4. Involving the parents in planning and carrying out the educational program.
5. Increasing the number of Spanish-speaking teachers, introducing bilingual instruction in the

early grades, and training all teachers for more effective teaching of the poor, the migrant, and
the racial minorities.

These goals were drawn mainly from the recommendations presented by the Washington State Joint
Legislative Committee on Education in 1968,2 by the Governor's Advisory Committee on
Mexican-American Affairs, by the Interagency Advisory Committee on Mexican-American Affairs, and a
study by Kenneth Smith (see bibliography).

Suggested Program Examples
A balanced program that will meet the variety of individual needs of migrant children in their

education will necessarily include many of the programs identified in Table 1. To meet the goals stated
above, it seems imperative that the programs begin in the preschool years and emphasize language and
basic skill development heavily during the primary grades.

Of the many possible program alternatives, three examples of programs have been selected that
represent three levels of program emphasis. The first is a relatively complete or model program, that tends
to meet every educational need as it arises. The second is a more limited program, and the third is a basic
minimum program whose success in meeting the program goals may be expected to be spotty and very
dependent on the ability of the teachers. Each of these programs is described below and also summarized
in Table 2.

1The enrollment data are approximate since they are estimates from the districts, submitted on program proposals. In
addition, duplicate counts are likely because true migrant children usually change gchools a few times during the term.
Many of the summer school children are also enrolled in the regular term.

2Joint Committee on Education, pp. 39-44.
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Program 1 The Model Program

1. One year of prekindergarten education (Headstart) for every migrant child. (Note that this is

included in the Day Care Center program.)
2. Three years (K-2) of a Follow-Through type program for every migrant child and with

nonmigrant children involved to at least 20 percent of the program enrollment. (The percentage
of nonmigrant children may include all children eligible for Follow-Through by the usual

criterion poverty but costs above the 20 percent level would not be identified as migrant
program costs.) Follow-Through would include bilingual education where needed, increasing the

cost slightly.
3. Home-school liaison for all migrant children.
4. For grades 4-7, all teachers, counselors and principals receive an average of 90 hours of summer

workshop or in-service training per year and aides receive 60 hours per year.1
5. Compensatory basic skills programs for those showing significant problems and deficiencies. It is

assumed that all true migrants will be enrolled in a summer school and 10 percent of the regular
term students will be in compensatory programs.

6. Curriculum improvement for migrant children from grades 7 through 12.
7. Teacher aides in all classes with more than 5 percent migrant children from grades 3-6

(Follow-Through covers K-2).
8. Instruction in both Spanish and English would be provided through the third grade. This would

be part of Follow-Through in K-2.
9. Expanded counseling services for migrant students in grades 7-12.

10. Expanded health services for grades K-6.
11. Free or reduced price lunches and breakfast for migrant students in K-6 (full term and summer

school).

Program 2 Limited Program

1. One year of prekindergarten education (Headstart) for each migrant child.
2. Home-school liaison for all migrant children.
3. All teachers for grades 3-6 receive an average of 60 hours of summer workshop or in-servic':

training per year and aides receive 30 hours per year.
4. Compensatory basic skills programs for those showing significant problems and deficiencies. It is

assumed that all K-6 true migrants will receive full summer school and that 20 percent of the
full-term students will be enrolled in compensatory programs.

5. Curriculum improvement for migrant children from grades 10 through 12.
6. Teacher aides in all classes with more than 5 percent migrant children from grades K-4.

7. Bilingual education provided where needed in grades K-2.
8. Expanded counseling services for migrant students in grades 10-12.
9. Expanded health services for grades K-4.

10. Free or reduced price lunches and breakfast for migrant students in K-4 (full term and summer

schoo 1).

Program 3 Basic Minimum Program

1. One year of prekindergarten education (Headstart) for each migrant child.
2. Home-school liaison for all migrant children.
3. All teachers for grades 2-6 would receive an average of 30 hours of summer workshop or

in-service training per year.
4. Compensatory basic skills programs for those showing significant problems and deficiencies.

Assume that all K-6 true migrants receive full summer school and that 30 percent of the
full-term students would be enrolled in compensatory programs.

5. Curriculum improvement for migrant children from grades 10 through 12.
6. Teacher aides in all classes with more than 5 percent migrant children from grades 2-4.
7. Bilingual instruction provided where needed in kindergarten and first grade.
8. Expanded health services for grades K-4.

1Some resource persons advised a minimum of 4 to 5 weeks of training for teachers in the first year, 2 or 3 weeks followup
each year thereafter; 3 weeks per year for aides. Such training for high school teachers would also be advisable.
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Table 3

AVERAGE COSTS OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
FOR DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN'

Program Cost per Child 2

1. Prekindergarten education (Headstart or similar). $1,000

2. Prekindergarten combined with full-time day
careeducational component only (full-year program).

3a. Follow-Through; a post-Headstart program of
concentrated remedial education in K-2

3b. Follow-Through with bilingual insti uction.

4. Home-school liaison program. 50

5. Teacher and teacher-aide training (Note 4).

a. Training institutes held at colleges or educational 300 per week per participant
centers.

400 (Note I)

650 (Note 2)

750 (Note 3)

b. Workshops held in participants own district.

c. In-service training.

d. Workshops for paraprofessionals.

250 per week

300-600 per year per trainee

200 per week

6. Compensatory Programs.

a. Remedial reading program. 250

b. Tutoring. 250 (Note 5)

c. Summer School-12. 300

d. Summer SchoolCamp (full-time counseling, 50 per week
diversified academic and social activities, and
board).

7. Curriculum enrichmentassuming special classes meet 2 40
or 3 times per week.

8. Teacher aides in kindergarten and primary grades. 100 (Note 6)
(Assume class sizes per professional do not change.)

9. Health services. 20

10. Bilingual education. 300 (Note 7)

11. Counseling. 25 (Note 8)

12. Food servicesbreakfast or snack and lunch furnished. 120

1These costs are in addition to the normal student entitlements.
2Costs are annual unless indicated otherwise; 180-day school year assumed.
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Table 3 Continued

Notes:

1. It was assumed that 25 percent od day-care-Headstart operating costs would be funded as the educational program, as
is presently the case in the migrant day-care project (NRO, Pasco).

2. The present Follow-Through projects are funded at about 20 percent more than this figure, but they are new and
exemplary programs. Experience should result in a more economical program. The unit cost figure must be applied to
the total Follow-Through enrollment, not simply the migrant enrollment.

3. Cost information on bilingual education is very limited. About 15 percent was arbitrarily added for additional costs to
a Follow-Through program for added curriculum materials and staff training.

4. The staff training c ,sts include the salaries of the participants.

Staff training programs benefit all students, whether disadvantaged or not. Consequently, when a training program is
costed on a per-student basis, the whole teaching load (e.g., 25 students) is counted. The teacher training expense per
disadvantaged student will be inversely proportional to the percentage disadvantaged enrollment (see Figure 2).

5. Tutoring costs vary directly with the number of hours of contact. The figure given is based on a two hour per week,
sustained program.

6. Teacher aide assignments benefit all students, not just the disadvantaged. Therefore, total costs must be based on total
teacher loads (e.g., 25 students). Cost per disadvantaged student will be inversely proportional to percentage
disadvantaged enrollment (see Figure 1).

7. The figure given is a rough approximation. Bilingual education cost data are very incomplete. Present bilingual
programs are pilot projects generally involving costs for planning, curriculum development, evaluation and auditing,
and extensive teacher training. The project in Yakima County (1970-71) was funded at $140,568 for a program
planned for about 150 kindergarten children. The cost per student is apparently about $350 to $400 per year above a
regular full-year kindergarten program. A bilingual, individualized reading program (Title IMigrant) conducted in
Moses Lake in 1968-69 apparently cost about $275 per year per student (full-year basis).

8. A student-counselor ratio of about one half the normally advised load is assumed. The cost figure represents one half
of the counselor's salary.
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Figure 2

COST FOR TEACHER TRAINING
PROGRAMS PER MIGRANT STUDENT AS
A FUNCTION OF PERCENT ENROLLMENT
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Table 6

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION IN WASHINGTON STATE

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Percent

Number of Districts

Negro Indian

<1%)

Spanish

None reported

Less than 1%

1-5

5-10

10-15

15-20

20-40

40-60

60-80

80-100

201

103

15

5

1

1

(Included

210

70

20

9

6

5

2

1

3

in 138

118

47

9

4

2

7

1

Estimate of State-Wide Costs
The number of migrant children in the state's public schools fluctuates by a factor of two, as pointed

out earlier. State-wide enrollment statistics do not identify migrant children, but rather, give racial

distributions. One of the categories is "Spanish Surnamed American," which is defined as "persons

considered in school or community to be of Mexican, Central-American, Cuban. Puerto Rican. Latin

American or other Spanish-speaking origin." In the State of Washington. essentially all Spanish surnamed

are Mexican-American, and in addition, the vast majority are migrant or exmigrant.

No school statistics are available, however, on non-Mexican-American migrant students. The data on

migrant worker populations for 1966 (Consulting Services Corporation) indicated that 51 percent of the

workers were Anglo. However, Mexican-American migrant families averaged about twice as many children

as Anglo migrant families. Thus, one suspects that while a majority of the state's migrant stutlents are

Mexican-American but that the number of other migrant students (mainly Anglo) is appreciable, probably

30 or 40 percent.
The state enrollment statistics show 12.777 "Spanish" enrolled in October 1968. and 13.f4:1 in

October 1969. The enrollment distributions by grade and by district site are shown in Tables 4. 5, and 6.

The enrollments in 1968-69 for the 32 school districts now receiving Title I-Migrant funds were 7,300

Spanish surnamed students out of a total student enrollment of 82.000 (rounded figures).

These figures, howeve:. are probably indicative of the highest Mexican-American school enrollment,

because October is the month of the highest migrant worker population in the state (Consulting Syr% ices

Corpora t ion Harbeston, 19661. The state office 01' migrant education estimates that the migrant

enrollment varies by a factor of two through the school year; this agrees with the estimate that about Mk'

half of the migrants are in the 5-year cm exmia.rant group. Consequently, state enrolh»ents of

Mexiom-Americans probably vary over the range of 7.000 to 14,000 during the year, and the enrollments

of ths., Title I-Migrant schools probably vary from about 3,600 to 7,300,
513
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Sixty-seven percent of the Mexican-Americans were en.olled in Yakima Valley schools (October
1968), and five of those districts had percentage enrollments above 20 percent.

Actual migrant enrollments, adjusted for full-year attendance, would be needed to make valid cost
estimates for any given program. Since these data are lacking, the following cost estimates are made, for
illustrative purposes, using an arbitrarily selected enrollment figure of 7,000 migrant students. The
simplifying assumptions are made that fluctuating enrullrnents and variativns in school size or percentage
migrant students do not affect the costs significantly.

The three program examples given in Table 2 and the unit cost data in Table 3 are applied to the
arbitrarily selected enrollment figure of 7,000 migrant students in schools with a total enrollment of
80,000 students. The assumed enrollment distributions by grade, based on the distributions shown in
Table 4, are:

Grades Migrant Total

K 505 5,740

1-6 4935 46,100

7-9 1,470 16,600

10-12 1000 11,360
Total 7000 80,000

The resuks of the cost estimates for the three progurn %,xamples are given in Table 7. It is not
possible to make a valid comparison between the suggested r,n- pcpil expendituret arrived at here and the
actual percent expenditure rates in the state because the number of students served are not on the same
basis. The program examples given assumz full-year service to each of the 7,000 migrant students. Recent
Title 1-Migrant program proposals state that about 7,300 migrant children were served (2,300 in summer
sessions), but many of these (probably one half) were served by the programs for only a fraction of the
school year.

Table7

ESTIMATED COST FOR EACH OF THE THREE PROGRAM EXAMPLES
(For the Selected Case of 7,000 Migrant Students)

Total Annual
Annual Cost Per

Cost Migrant Student1

Program 1 $9,710,000 $1,390

Program 2 $7,880,000 $1,120

Program 3 $5,250,000 $750

lin excl.= of normal araftlamanta.
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Appendix A

RESOURCE PERSONS CONTACTED

ON MIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAMS
The following persons contributed program identification, resource, and cost information. However,

the conclusions and recommendations are those of the author and endorsement by any of the following
should not be assumed.

Joe Batali
Superintendent, Mt. Adams School district
White Swan, Wash.

Rich Boyd
Title III Coordinator
Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Wash.

Warren H. Burton
Intercultural Education Specialist
Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Wash.

Antonio Ca-ionos
Chairman, Chicano Education Association
Seattle, Wash. of Washington

James 0. Click
Supervisor of Migrant and Indian Education
Office of Public Instruction
Olympia, Wash.

Antonio Daniel
Northwest Rural Opportunities
Pasco, Wash.

Robert Deal
Superintendent, Wapato School District
Wapato, Wash.

Henry Diaz
Director of Education
Northwest Rural Opportunities
Pasco, Wash.

Lloyd Gabriel
Director, Center for Migrant and Indian
To ppenish, Wash. Education

Mrs. Gustafson
Child Development Specialist
Northwest Rural Opportunities
Pasco, WasIL

Fred Haley
<UIS N. Puget Street
Tacoma, Wash.
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Jack Harbeston
Consulting Services Corporation
Tower Building
Seattle, Wash.

Howard Hasff
Coordinator, Federal Programs
Granger School District
Granger, Wash.

George Kontos
Consultant on Education
Battelle-Northwest
RiQhland, Wash.

Milo Long
Title I Coordinator
Office o: Public Instruction
Olympia, Wash.

Mrs. Beverly McConnell
Pullman, Wash.

Anibal Mejia
Planning Dept., Washington State Office of

Economic Opportunity
Olympia, Washington

Elton D. Minkler
Coordinator, Migrant Education
Oregon Board of Education
Salem, Oregon

Louis Pitton
Coordinator, Special Programs
Wapato School District
Wapa to, Wash.

Albar Pena
Chief, Bilingual Education Program Branch
Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare
Washington, D.C.

Helen Peterson
Coordirator, Project Follow-Through
Yakima Public Schools
Yakima, Wash.
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Walter Polley
Coordinator of Federal Programs
Toppenish School District
Toppenish, Wash.

Adan Tyrina
Washington State Employment Security Dept.
Mount Vernon, Wash.

Tomas Villanueva
Box 655
Toppenish, Wash.

Wallace Webster
Director, Benton-Franklin Community Action Programs
Pasco, Wash.

Orville Widman
Deputy Superintendent
Intermediate School District No. 5
Yakima, Wash.

Martin Yanez
Former Director, Migrant Child-Parent Center
Grandview, Wash.
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Program One

Appendix B

Cost estimate breakdowns for each of the three programs identified in Table 2.

1.

2.

Headstart: (1,000 x 300 + (400 x 20G) =

(200 assumed in day-care programs)

Follow-Through with Bilingual Education:

$ 380,000

750 x (500 + 1,340) 1,725,000
0. 8

3. Home-School Liaison: 50 x 7,000 350,000

4. Teacher and Aide Training :

(275 x 3 x 28,600 + (200 x 2 x 51,840) =
23 25

1,025,869 + 829,440 1,855,309

5. Remedial: 300 x 3,500 1,050,000

250 x 7,000 x 0.10 175,000

5. Curriculum: 40 x 2470 98,800

7. Teacher Aides: 100 x 30,700 3,070,000

8. Bilingual 30 0 x 670 x 2 402,000
Educ:
(assumed 50% migrant in classes grade 3 only;
grades K-2 covered under 2)

9. Counseling: 25 x 2,470 61,750

10. Health: 20 x 4,530 90,600

11. Food: 120 x 4,530 543,600
Total 1802,059
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Program Two

L Headstart: (1000 x 300) + (400 x 200) $ 380,000

I home-School Liaison: 50 x 7,000 350,000

1 Teacher Training:

(275 x 2 x 30,800) + (200 x 36,400)
23 25

736,522 291,200 = 1,027,722

4. Remedial:

300 x 2,300 = 690,000

250 x 7,000 x 0.20 = 350,000

5. Curr:culum: 4n x 1,000 = 40,000

6. ".-yachr Aides: 100 x 36,400 364,000

7 Billn,:ual Educ: 300 1,840 x 2 1,104,000

Fi Counseling: 25 x 1000 25,0(0

9 20 x A180 63,6(0

10 Yood: 120 x .1,1
381,6C0

Tta. 7,3,051,922

I 1

1 11,-.Adtart: (1,000 x 100) * (400 x 200) = S 380,000

2 Home-Seho..)1 Llaisun: 50 x 7,000 . 350,000

Teacr,er Irainin9: 275 x 18,400 . 459,130

4 Re-medial: 300 x 2300 = OM. 690,000

250 x 7,000 x 0.30 525,000

x 1.00 40,000

8 Tx:aLf.- Aid; 00 x :3,000 2,300,000

LOuC: 100 x 1,170 x 2 702,000

8 Ii3lt:1,; 2c x 3100
Total

63,t.JG

$,S09,730
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GIFTED STUDENT PROGRAM:

CURRENT STATUS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
One ekment of our student population which is. in general, not adequately served by the traditional

"mass, edueatkm" process is the gifted studen . the student of superior mentality or one ondowed with

unusua: talent or creativitN. Frequently, these students are never challenged by the school sy item in which

they reside nor are they exposed to a learning climate in which their ta'ents and urge for creativity can be

nurtured and cultivated. Unfortunately, the gifted child unlike the educ.itionally depri% ed child is

rarely %iewed aS a failure. The fact that he may fulfill only a fraction of his potential in schaol is of little

concern he meets school norms and is considered a "success " The traditional thought has been that the
fti stuermt "has it made" and can loo'.c after his own interests. It is only in relatively recent times that

the phenomenon of the "turned off" gifted student has appeared also, the recognition that latent talent

and creativity may be conceakd in the educationally deprived. Concern for the gifted student's
advancemeii .. has not been forcefully expressed although there is growing recognition of a need for
providing tOr hi; particular needs.

The purpose of this report is to examine the programs for educating g0 students in the State of

Wash ingtin e'onsidering the subject in the light of basic educational opportunity and suggest
recommendations to th:: lemporary Special Levy Study Commission. It is beyond the scope of this report
to propose an ideal or model gifted student program.

General Approach
Underst.inding ot the program for gifted students was obtained 1) from annual reports submitted by

the CJOrdIllatot ot Gifted Prop.ams to the Superintendent of Public Instruction over the period
Ho.;-970. 2; t rota discw-sions with personnel in a number of school distncts. and 31 from contacts with

stall members or departments ol education in institutions of higher learning. In addition, a detailed
discussion was held %kith the Supersisor, Programs for the Gifted, San Francisco Unified School District.

Background of the Program
1 he legal basis tot the present "gifted student" program is the Superior Capacity Student Act

enaeted in 'rn I I 1,t(' 25,20.010I The act was intended to . improve the education of students or
superior ,apacity !hose sh no consistently- show remarkable performance in academic pursuits or

demonstrate exeeptional .the Jet aathorited the Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct.
eoordinate. and aid in lesearch disseminate information to loeal districts, and Vocate funds when made

asadahle 6% the legislature. Ii also empowered local districts e:ther jointly or serarately to employ special

teachers and undertake special programs including seminars. Special progrims in conjunctie.n with
institutions 01 higher teasI:lug were also permitted.

the prop am was unplemented %kith an al cation of S50.000 for the liseal year 1%1412. ol which

about 40 pet was devoted to pilot programs in loeal distriets and 10 :sercent to rescarc!i. Thr
remanu.kr Intaiiced the state offiee. consultants, etc. From 1463 through '1%6 special fund, were
apparentl% not levitated and gittcel student funds were ineluded in the SPI's Widget. The amount, spent

on dist Irk t orogianis tanged from SS,t1X) to S10,000 per year. For the bien'num heginring in 19(17,
SW 000 was allot ated to the education ot superior capacity students and 1-rr the current legAlanve

Sill, 000. I :'np ajiljtmtv records it appears that at least 70 percent of these funds alC allosated to

losal districts

Funding Formula
tootling alto, anon% ale based ins the assumption that 5 percent of enrolled ,tudents are gated .ind an

alio,ation of si 00 pet i umseightedi gifted student is prosided I Ns Is .1$ meager ligure, Amounting to

applostiliatel I pct...cfll oi the -.ill ted student's standard entitlement m the K-12 program. When based on

.Ati,lents it is mtit I NI in I persent ot the nulls lanai student's entitlement.

4/ "7



Current Gifted Student Program
Starting with fiscal year 1967. funds have been made availab;e to implement programs for gifted

students in the local districts based on the S5.00-5`,:; formula described above. The districts are required to
submit applications for the regular project funds, however, and nct all districts apply. At the present time
districts participating in the program include about 85 percent of the ;tate student population.

In 1968 an innovation was added when funds wer.: made available for "special supplementary
projects hich. in actu.ditv, complement the regular projects. These special supplementary projects were
ncouraged to in roduce innovation and experi.nentation, to increase student-teacher interaction and
generally irAprove means for identifying, understand.ng, and teaching the talented and creative. (Note that
the original legisLtion aidressed itself more to demonstrated acae.e.nie peribrmance than to talent and
creativity.) Fhe sjecial supplementary projects were to be susceptib e to objective evaluation and could
involve hig ler institutions of learning and other agencies. A oarticular purpose of the special
supplemenh,ry projects was to provide for the in-service training of teachers, whkh apparently was not
authorized 13r the regular projects.

In 1969 almoi't SI70,000 was devoted to regular projects in loc.1 districts: 139 districts participated
and 177 projects were i-unded. Special supplementary projects run bered II and were funded to the
extent of almost S60,000 total.

In the pass three years the 1bl/owing trends arc noted:

An increase from 20 percent to 27 percent in the number of regular projects planned for elementary
school children.
A decline from 64 percent to 56 percent in the number of rt gLlar projects pbnned for secondary
school children (grodes 7-12)
Littk change in the number of regular progra:ns planned to ser.h: both elementary and secondary

An increase in the per-project allocation tor special supplementary programs and, of course. a
dedin: in the number of sp:cial projects aporoved. sinc the otal allocation for this phaw of the
gilled student progrim has been constant over the two years in% olved.
Involv:ment of the intermediate school districts in generating joint programs for small local school
distric

Regu lar Pr oje c ts
The annual report on gifted student programs for 1964-701 includes capsule descriptions of the

regular and special suppkmentnr projects. We have analy/ed these in a cursorN fashion to develop, if
possible. some insight into the nallIft, Of the projects, the intent ot the projects. Jnd tlIC diverSIty
approach that exists. the %arious ret.ular projects were grouped in Jrbit rary (but natural ) groups.

E xpos ire to 1110A, IdeaS and e\Nnences.
treatre activities and projecs.

\tended programs
Involv.ment of nonschool penple.
Factht .es and materials.

The bre; kdown under these major heading., is shown in Table I. The rankings were obtained
sunpIN noting in the Mel program tlescription whether or not the items listed in Table I were included.
The numbers listed atter the tabular entries represent the number of times that particular item was
mentioned. Some projects may have included mention of two Or tlir Ii sO, all MentIOns Wert!
noted and are n cluckd in the table. It should be noted that no weigl.ting fators for program si/e were
used. Also, so nt. ..ubjective judgement was used in categorumg the program elements. Thas, the listing is
not iolnpletclv accurate nor does it have to be to provide the desned broad insight into the kind, of
program, oneled

In keeping A.1111 the objectnes of II e regular gifted student program. It appears that there lus been
genuine cItort to use the hinds to prosily. educational opportumty beyond that included in the normal
school progr lin. A large fraction ot the prowcts is intended to prmide the participant% Aith exposures to
new ideas Jnd I:spent:Ike% ( ts!r+ mealiow.). j OhNidetJble numiser are aimed at .:reative jtI Me% in the
torm ot proje,:ts ltCrIng J wide jr*t ol uhtect arca. OS mentions). and Jul Jinomt equal illinit)Cf

Lan. 11 Huth, "Pt.*gtarn fur the Gifted, (Wit we, mai Talented. 1%9-70", (Olympia: Oftlreuf State Supetintendent of
Pubhc Inatructiuni, Januar> 5. 1970



devoted to supplementing on-going programs. Considerable use is made of community experts,

prolesionals particularly artists and musieians and college personnel (24 mentions), Facilities and

materials received less attention as the principal program focus (II mentions). individualization of

instruction was stressed in 9 instances and mail group activities in 4. (It is 'probable, however, that the

cor.ce,)t of individual activity is rather widespread throughout the regular program for gifted children; the

specilic mentions of individualized programs generally apply to more formalized "learning pickage
iappro..iches.) It is significant but not surprising that only .4; mentions relate to gifted student

identilication. At the level of funding it r; literally impossible to use any sophisticated identification

techni.lues,
IA considering the approaches used in carrying out the regular gifted student program, one must

contint.;:lly keep in mind the level of fundint: which exists. Or the 13.3 prograr is in place in 1969-70:

One program received less than SI00.
Ninety-four programs (including tour joint programs) received from SI )0 to SI,000.

Thirty-soen programs (including thre2 joint programsireeeivedfrom SI .000 to SI 0,000.

Onc program received over SI 0,000.
ith these funtLng levels, it is not surprising that most of the proj ets involved "one-shot" or

interm ttent activities Thus, seminars, discussion groups, field trips, and iniividual projects are heavily

favored program approaches. Extended pro:trams those supplementing rtgular classroom activities

also R fleet the fundinl! level. appearing as short workshops. clinics, or exposures to professionals.

Special Supplementary Projects
( haracteristics ol the special supplementary projects, derived in the same way as those of the regular

pro.ict ts, appear in Table 2. The principal point to be noted is the emphasis on teacher training and the

retail% ely greatet invokement of nonschool personnel. This cnanged emphasis is primarily the result of 1)

the intent behind the special supplementary projectsin-service training and 2) the site of the grants
which makes meaningful progress possibk in these areas.

the distrilmtion of gram allotations for thc I I projects is as follows-
One less than S1.000.
Nine 1x-tween S1.000 and SI0.000.
One preater than SI0,000.

Discussion
Iii general the gilled student dot:s not receive inure than minimum monetary support from state

funds. the slate-allocated funds tend to be primarily stimulatory. supporting only very limited

opportunity tor gilled students to experience new ideas or :h.:(1v10.21, or to engage in creative projects. The

slate-supported gifted students program cannot be truly thought of as an educational program. primarily

because the level of funding is mst to provide eontimums. colies:ve, educational experiences. The

program. however. -an be thought of all an catry-level program primarily aimed at stimulating awareness

ot the existence iit gifted students and providing for their recognition. the fact that the program makes

both teachers and students theinse]ces aware ol the special status of gifted students is a positive feature.

Stit h awareness fosters heightened teacher expectation and student self-image, both believed important to

student's adnevenient. If the gif ted student's program is viewed within this context of limited scope, it is

probably (Ville beneficial M terms of cost. HoWeV:r, it is nut surprising that, with exception of the special

supplementary projeets. there are iiisuff icient I mid% for satisfactory iuentitication of students. for teacher

training. or meaningful program evaluation.
ibe regular projects provide a nucleus for expansion at the disuict level. Limited informal inquiries

throughout the state disclosed an almost k-Ohiplete absence ot formal district-supported programs lor Ihe

gifted student. This does not mean that the local district does not contrbute- it simply means I ) that the

contribution is not formalited as a specific program element (or budgetary item) aud/or 2) it is largely

voluntary. &vowing upon the Interest and enthusiasm of a detheated teacher.
lo estimate the extent of the local district's contribution is difficult. Relative to the extent of state

lundllig, the locai contribution is undoubtedly greater for (he small grants. Only the very large grants are

sulticlent to completely support the invoked personnel. Some of the spe ial -.upplementary projects are ot

Inagnunde SS,000 to S15.000 to be on a full-e-ost-recovery basis. but it does not neeessardy follow

that they are op.:rated on this basis
lit the c'onsidetation ol what eonstitutes programs lOr gifted students, there is a tonsiderable "gray

"Me. In :arger high schools, eollege placement or honors Courses are frequently offered as part of the
529
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regular curriculum. Although these courses cater to the academically gifted, they should not be included
in the !.-ame category as the regular or special supplementary projects. The demand for these courses arises
because the total number of students is large enough to include in t:ie normal distribution enough students
with capability and interest to justify a special class. Such classes are essentially electives in the regular
curriculum. In smaller schools where the number of interested or capable students is inadequate for a
full-time class, the measures to provide advanced course work for an exceptimal student may take the
form of a regular project.

In a number of schools, administrators feel that the trend toward individualized programming has
satisfied to a considerable extent the need for extensive special progratps for the gifted. In a situation
wherein all the resources of a school are available to every child and an ungraded educational program
exists, many stimulating and broadening materials, activities, and experiences are open to the gifted
stAent. Ideally, if truly individualized programs existed, the need for special programs for gifted and
ungifted alike would largely disappear.

From the above and other considerations. the following conclusions can be drawn:

I. The level of state funding of $5 per year per gifted student is sufficient to provide only a
program of very limited scope; it is insufficient to provide a continuing educational program for
gifted students.

The regular projects provide a mechanism for stimulating awareness of gifted studints and
recognizing them in tangible ways.

The rTular projects appear to be quite imaginative; considerable ingenuity has 'ven exercised in
progromming to the funding level and stretching funds.

4. The meular projects provide both a stimulus and nucleus for local action.

5. Although supplemental local support for the state-funded program is provided. such support
programs are seldom formalized.

o. The impact of the special supplementary programs was not assessed.

Recommendations
From the nature of the existing Gifted Student Program the followine recommendations appear

reasonable.

1. Funding for the Gifted Student Program. as it presently exists, should not bc include! m the
apportionment formula. Although recognition of the gifted child's needs is an essentiai pert of
any comprehensive education program, the me,.!,tude i the present state-supported program is
so small that there is a high probability of the progiam's losing its identity i! ircluded in the
apportionment formula. In addition, the per-student entitiement for the gifted. under the
present ground rules, is too small to be treated with a meaningful weigf ting factor.

The presently existing program should be continued. The present program serves a very limited
purpose generating awareness and interest in the gifted child and providing recognition both to
him and to others of his special status. For achieving these limited objectives the present
program is successful and economical. The requirement of submitting a proposal is desirable as
it focuses attention on the program (and the gifted child) to a greater degree than does the
extent of the funding.

3. A meaningful study should be undertaken to determine the type of gifted student program
which is most appropriate to the State of Washington in terms of objectives, desired student
outcomes. relative priority with respect to other educatbnal programs, relationship to growth in
individualized instruction (and other innovations) and cost. If there is serious interest in the
special education of the gifted child in contrast to recognition such a study should be made.
Particular attention should be paid to the giAed student programs in Illinois, California,
Pennsylvania. Connecticut. and possibly North Carolina, as these states have significantly more
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sophisticated gifted student programs than does the State of Washington. (We are of the telief

that a "recognition" or "awareness" program can be successfully operated or a quite meager

budget. However, to provide a meaningful educational program, we believe a "quantum jump"

in funding would be necessary. This is suggested by the San Francisco program which is briefly

described in the Appendix.)

Table 1

REGULAR PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
GIFTED STUDFNT PROGRAMS

Exposure to New Ideas and Experiences 65

Mentions

Seminars and/or Field Trips 31

Discussion GroLps
10

Attending Performances
5

Activities on College Campuses 5

Cultural Encounters
4

Providing Demonstrations for Others 4

Occupational Possibilities
4

Visiting Business or Industry 2

Creative Activities---Projects - 38

Science and Mathematics
10

Art
5

Humanities and Social Studies 5

Communication
5

Literary
4

Drama
3

Music
3

Plays and Performances
2

Community
1

Extensions of Regular Curriculum - 32

Art
12

Music
8

Science
5

Drama
1

Skills
1

General
5

Involvement of Non School People - 24

Community Experts and Professionals 19

College Personnel
5
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Table 1 -Con tinued

Facilities and Materials - 11 Mentions

Learning Resources 7
Calculators 3

Enrichment Center 1

Miscellaneous - 23

Individualized Instruction 9

Small Group Activities 4
Identification Techniques 5
Teacher Training 4
Curriculum Development 1

Table 2

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTARY PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
GIFTED STUDENT PROGRAMS

Teacher Training

Creative Activities

Fine Arts 2

Communication 1

Planning (PERT) 1

Involvement of Non School People

Community Experts and Professionals

New Ideas and Experiences

Cultural Encounters 2

Off-Campus Activity 1

Mentions

7

4

4

3

Facilities and Materials 2
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Appendix

SUMMARY: SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED

1. Funding:

State of California

San Francisco USD

Total

ca. $185,0001

ca. 665,000

$850,000

2. Students:

Total in District ca. 95,000

Total in Programs for the

Gifted
ca. 3,700 (3.9%)

3. Selection Criteria:

98 percentile in individual IQ test2

Up to 5% may be selected by recommendatic-1 of a committee

Summer program to identify candidates from economically

deprived children. Up to 2% (about 400) may be chosen

this way.

Written approval of parents.

1
The State of California supports local, gifted student programs to the extent of $60 per student per year up to 3 percent of

the total enrollment. In addition, $40 for selection and testing expense is alloted for each new student entering the

program.

2
The state criteria includes scoring in the 98 percentile on a group IQ test. At the persent time, however, San Francisca

USD is not administering group IQ tests.

a
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uhool dittn . t toe grot.pi arc defined difterent4

The 3:1 w.hool dionot ale Aawficd in one of nine ...hoot 'horst t sae groups. based on their
full-lanw enrollment The w.hool thstmt uic pours and the number 01 dsstruts within eas-h

pour asr as ((snows

Size Enr:11ment No. of School
2r1.221. Ranrp Districts In Range

1

2

3

4

Greater than 23.000
10,000-19,999

5,000- 9,999
2,600- 4,999

6

9

20

30

r.) 1,600- 2,f 99 25

6 1,000- 1.599 28

7 500- 999 60

8 200- 499 65

9 Less than 200 78

Some comparisons between Washington State salary scheduks and salaries and those of the Far West

and United States are included in this paper. These comparisons are made for school districts with an
enrollment greater than 6.000. The 28 school districts in the state which had a 1968-69 enrollment greater
than 6,000 are listed in Table 18.1

The trend figures included in this paper show an inflation trend for comparison purposes. This
inflation trend is based on personal consumption expenditure which includes goods, services. durables, and

nondurabks.
The information in thi> paper is based mainly on data furnished by the Special Levy Study staff.

State salary schedule and salary data were takei from WEA reports for the last 11 school years. Naticnal
salary schedule and salary data for 1969-70 school year were taken from NEA Research Reports
1969-R13.1970-R2, and I 970-R3.

1The statistical material which accompanies this report is pa be found grouped together at the end of the text.
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Salar Seheduk Highlights
iw ascr.igcs of maximum, of schedukd teacher salaries for school districts with larger enrollments

izeninallx liase higher schedukd te2cher salaries than those of the smaller school districts (see hgure I /0.
Ube I I -s Caf percent increase in the maxmnans was tit) percent of thc I959-00 maiumum for both

distnit site gioups I and 9, skink mOation increased by only 30 percent. Thus. it may bc
idcd ti 11 the pereent merease in the maximums of scheduled teacher s.Jlarles Over the List I I years

is 2p;toamalcI Cultial for sknoot districts of dulterent sizes, and the relative posttion oh salt)°, dioncls
isith Iaz1cr Cnrolltuctiti to those 01 enrollment is approximately tbe same In 1909-70 as ni was m
959i3O. Aserages of niasumums and mmunums of schedukd teacher salaries for each sehool di Inc! sue

group ale shown in Ungures I-9.
As eiages of MaxillItIMs oh siheduled teacher %alines increase as the kvel ol preparation Increases IsCe

igtitc !he perxent increase 0%er the I I-year period for highest level ol preparation me S ears with

master's degree, live ),ears with bachelor's degree are 73 percent. tit) percent. 68 percent. h.! reixent, and
4S percent. respective!). The conclusion is that teachers who improve upon their kvel of pr:paration can
expect a -cater percent increase in their sAiries. Averages of minimums and maximums of schedukd
teacher N.. sties for each preparation kvd are shown in Figures 11-15.

Comparison of Washington State classroom scheduled teacher salaries with those of the Far West and
United States for 190-70 shows that the median for Washington is kss than the median for the Far West
hut greater than the median for the United States for bachelor's degree minimum. master's degree, and

maximum scheduled salary for highest preparation level (see Figure 17 and Table Ca The median values
and ranges increase as the level of preparation increases. Washington schedukd classroom teacher salaries

are not the lowest nor are they the highest when comparrd with those in the FaP West as a whole and the
United States. A comparisen of superintendents' and assistant superintendents' maximum schedukd
salaries Oyes basically the same picture as that for the classroom teachers (ei: Figure 18 and Table 10).

Ranges of maximum scheduled salaries for supervising principals for 196970 are approximately the
same for senior high, junior high, and ekmentary principals. The ranges mrease as the size of the region
increaso. The maximum schedukd salaries for supervising principals not the highest nor the lowest
Alien compared with the Far West and the United States, with the exception of elementary school
principals, where Vie Washington high is equal to the Far West high (sex: Figure 19 and Table 12)

Ratios of average maximums of scheduled teacher salaries for Nasnington State to the United States
1Lre greater than I .00 for the last four school years for master's degre:, highest level of preparation, and six
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thc aseraec Jassroom %alas has uh. teased lrom s2(.0 in I .°11117 to S') S, 1.1 190470, an !F.,. Ireiv;

ii per,.eni Dining inv. r:ritid. the as etJpe h. at ed s.11.1111 iii.. teas.ed Itiun S 7.670

to Sq,s'72, an in, teas( oi 2s 7 per cut I he .ertnicated persomwl. V. hi% h includes J.1%.rnom teachers. have

had a percent %Airs macaw. %flux. 19664,7 winch Is approximately d,-.4,1e tle 1c percent increase due to

inflat
(;enerall). the de...ending order tor salaries paid to certitKated lr nnc in ejoi school district %Ile

pimp es superintendent, assistant superintendent. senior high 54.11001 prin,Apal, juMor high cchool

clementa) sdiool prircipal. director-supeisisor-consultant. senior high school teacher. 1UnlOr

lugh school teacher. and elemental, school teacher. The percent increascl. in the aserage salaries of each of

these categoncs from 1966-4,7 to 1%9.70 are 31 percent. 29 percent. 33 percent, 26 percent. 32 percent.

22 percent. 27 percent. :5 percent. and 27 percent respectively. The average percent iner:asc. 30.2

percent for certificated administrative personnel is approximatel 4.0 percent higher than tl c percent

increase tor certificated clasaoom teachers. Averages ol certificated personnd salaries for e, ch school

district SIM group are shown in Figures 2211.
Average salaries of all classroom teachers lor a particular position are usually highest .or sebool

district size groups with the largest enrollment, and decrease jS the enrollment decreases (see Figure 421.

The only variation in this order is for director- supervisor-consultant and principals in school d:strict sue

group 2: these have higher average salaries than tneir counterparts in school district size group I. The

percent increases for all classroom teachers over the four-school-year period 1966-67 through 1969-70 for

school districts sue groups I through 9 are 2) percent. 31 percent. 28 percent. 29 percent. 28 percent. 26

percent. percent, 27 percent. and 24 percent. respectively. of the 1966-67 average salaries. The

percentages show that the percentage increase of average salaries for school districts with larger
enrollments is approkinutely 2 percent higher than it is for the diAricts with smaller enrollments. The

same picture emerges in the case of average salaries for all certificated personnel since the majority of (hc:

certificated personnel are classroom teachers (see Figure 41). The conchs:on drawn from this information

is that average salaries for larger school drstricts are higher and die percent increase in average salaries is a

little higher for the larger school districts.
The ratios of average salanes of administrative and supervisory persorme!, and dasar00111 teachers to

average salary of all classroom teachers are shown in Table 12. An average superintendent's salary is

approximately 1.88 times that of a clawoom teacher, and an average principal salary is approximately

1.62 times that of a classroom teacher. The comparison of ratios of elementary, junior high and senior

lugh school teachers shows an increase from 0.96 to 1.05. This increase is due to an increase in level of

preparation and not to different salary schedules: there is only one salary schedule tor clissroom teachers

in each school dislriir. The differenfial between administrative and supervisory personnel decreases as the

size of the r.chool district decreases but remains constant from one school year to the next.

The wrerage ratios of pupils to teachers and pupils to certificated personnel are 23.43 and 20.05.

respective!) (see Table 13, parts d and el. These figures remain relatively constant from 1966-67 through

1969-70, with a slight downward trend of less than one pupil per teacher over the lour-year period. But

the averare pupils per classroom teacher and average pupils per certificated personnel do decrease for the

school districts size groups with smaller enrollments. The average pupds per classroom teacher for siie

groups I th -ough 6 (23.24 --23.41) hold fairly corstant and then drop o ic I.) 2 students for size groups 7

and 8 (21.8 20.02) And another 3 to 4 students for size group 91i 5.36) for the 1969-70 school year,

The percent turnover for certificated personnel is fairly constant (15 01-15.35 percent) for school

district size groups 1 through 5, increases (17.68-27.85 percent) for si.:e g'oups 6 through 8, and then

increases substantially (42.40 percent) for size group 9 (see Table 13, part f). There is no noticeable trend
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Lissti W1-1c.k het N..11.11' tost per pupil was S421 tor we group 1. S364 for sire grou.: 6, and

hrt ;lump I he tea, her ...Air., pct student is higher for the larger school districts primarily
tscsusc the pay hieher salaries. and it is higher tor smalkr school districts because there are lewkr
per lassromn tcacher. %AMC is Mk: hit certilkated-personnel salary cost pt.'t pupil. The average
, lissroom-tea, her salary oist per pupil has incrrased S73 or 22 I percent from 1967-68 to 1969-70 and the
.1% crap* tythilCatedpvt+olincl sost per pupil has increased S96 ot 21.5 percent. *these costs have increased
smularlv liii ejill %.,-11001 distri. t si/c group.

daWtHillt leaihets ate certificated personnel. It is of interest to look at the differences of salary
oisrs per pupil (see 1 Ask 14, part c). This dit ference gives an indication of the administrative salary cost
iser pupil. flits cost increased (ruin 578 lor 1967-68 to S I 01 for 1%9-70. an increase of S23 or 29.5
pertent. The average administrative salary cost per pupil increased from 23.6 percent to 25 percent of the
ask-rage classroom teacher %Aar); cost per pupil lor the 3 school years considered. A look at the indicated
administrative costs dillerential per pupil for 1969-70 by site of st;hool district shows that size groups I
and 2 h.ave the highest costs (S123, $ I 14 ), site groups 3 through 8 have costs in the middle of the range
(S91 81). and siee group 9 has the lowest administrative cost differential ($58). This reflects both the
higher salaries in the larger school districts and the fact that in the smaller school districts, the classroom
teachers may assume some of the administrative tasks.

Average -,alaries of classrotum leacliers compart favorably with average salaries of draftsmen, nurses,
and secretaries in the Scattle-Lverett area, (see Ta Ile 14). The percent increase in average salaries for
classroom teachers. draftsmen. nurses, and secretaries were 42.2 percent. 23.3 percent, 36.5 percent and
28.6 percent, respectively for the 6 school yeals 10(4-65 through 1969-70. Average 1969-70 salaries were
$10,173 for classroom teachers, S9,620 for draftsmen, $8,1 64 for nurses and $7.124 for secretaries.

Another interesting comparison is to compare the Seattle-Everett average classroom teacher szlary
with the estimates of Seattle-Everett area budget costs for a family of four (see Table 16). In 1966-67 the
average classroom teacher salary was S1.525 above the lower budget costs and SI,505 below the
intermediate budget costs. In 1968-69 the aveLge classroom teacher salary was $1,981 above lower
budget costs and ..^1.307 below intermediate budget costs. Budget costs had increased 10 percent from the
spring of 1%7 to the spring of 1969 whereas average classroom teacher salaries had increased 14 percent
from 196647 to 19684i9 in the Seattle-Everett area. From it may be concluded that the salary of the
classroom teacher is approaching the intermediate budget costs for a family of four.

Average salaries of beginling teachers with bachelor's degrees in Washington State are higher than
those in ilk. United States, but lower than those for college graduates with bachelor's degrees entering
other professions (see Table 17). On the other hand, the average starting salaries percent increase of 35.4
percent from 1964-65 through 1969-70 for the Washington State classroom teacher is approximately
equal to the percent increases for engineering graduates (33.4 percent), business administrat:on graduates
(36.3 percent), and liberal arts gaduates (38.0 percent).

Study Conctraints
WEA points out in their reports that the assigning of position codes to certificated personnel at the

local level may be rather arbitrary. It may be that a director in one district may have the same duties and
job assignment as a principal or supervisor in another. This would not only change the number of persons
falling into the various positions, but would also have an effect upon average salaries.

Another factor affecting average salaries is that of persons working part time. Some years these
salaries are prorated by WEA and other years these salariec. were vdjusted to a full-time basis by WEA.

In any comparison with the Far West, it should be kept in mind that both Alaska and Hawaii are
included in this region and the cost of living for these two states is substantially higher than other states.

Several points should be kept in mind when comparing teacher salaries with salaries of people in other
occupations.
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All salurI comparisons betweep zroups ri this paper are done on an annual bask. No attempt

1ia4w bn nmde to djust teacher salanes from q or 10 months year to 12 months year.

2. No attempt was made to take into consideration employer-paid fringe benefits. Employer-paid

fringe benefits 1.or employees in industry are higher than those received by teachers.

3. Average classroom teacher %alaries are compared with estimated budget costs for a family of

tour. No attempt was made to determine the family characteristics of the average classroom

teacher.
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Figures and Tables

Figures through 9 show the trends of the averages of minimums and maximums of scheduled
teaelwr salaries for each of the nine school district size groups. and Figure 10 shows a comparison of

maximums of scheduled teacher salaries for the nine sc!lool district size groups. These figures are based on

data given in Table 6 wlMi is summarized from detailed data given in Table 1 through 5.

Figures I i through 15 show the trends of the averages of minimums and maximums of scheduled
teacher salaries for each level of preparation. Figure 16 shows a comparison of the trends of the averages

of maximums of scheduled teacher salaries for the five levels of preparation. These figures are based on

data given in Table 7 which is summarized from detailed data given in Tables 1 through 5.

Table 8 shows the trends of the mean amount of increments (experience levels) in salary schedules

tbr each school district size group and level of preparation. These values are calculated by subtracting from

the maximum salary schedule the minimum salary schedule and dividing the difference by the number of

increments for each school district size group and level of preparation. The input data for this calculation

are obtained from Tables 1 through 5.
Figure 17 shows a comparison of the 1969-70 range of scheduled salaries for classroom teachers for

Washington, Far West, and the United States by level of preparation. This figure is based on data given in

Table 9.
Figure 18 shows a comparison of the 1969-70 range of maximum scheduled salaries for central office

administrators for Washington, Far West, and the United States. This figure is based on data given in Table

10.
Figure 19 shows a comparison of the 1969-70 range of maximum scheduled salaries for supervising

principals for Washington, Far West, and the United States. This figure is based on data given in Table 10.

Figure 20 shows the trend of the ratios of Washington State average maximums of scheduled teacher

salaries to the United States average maximums of scheduled teacher salaries for four levels of preparation.

Figure 21 shows the same trends but only for the minimums. The data to calculate these ratios are given in

Table 7 and NEA Research Report 1969-R-13.
Figures 22 through 30 show the tre;Ids of the averages of certificated-personnel salaries by position

code for each school district size group. Figure 31 shows a comparison of the trends of the averages of
certificated-personnel salaries for the nine position codes. These figures are based on data given in Table

11
Figures 32 through 40 show the trends of the averages of certificated-personnel salaries by school

district size group for each of the position codes. Figure 41 shows a comparison of the trends of the

averages of all certificated-personnel salaries for the nine school district size groups. Figure 42 shows a

comparison of the trends of the averages of all classroom-teacher salaries for the nine school district size

groups. These figures are based on data given in Table 11.
Table 12 shows the trends of the ratios of average salaries of administrative and supervisory

personnel, and classroom teachers to average salary of all classroom teachers for each position code and

school district size group. The ratio is calculated by dividing the average salary for a position by the

average salary for all classroom teachers for a given school district size group, position code, and year. The

input data for this calculation are obtained from Table 11.
Table 13 shows the trends of FTE enrollment, number of classroom teachers, number of certificated

personnel, pupils per classroom teacher, pupils per certificated personnel, and certificated personnel
turnover for each school district size group.

Table 14 shows the trends of the average classroom-teacher salary cost per pupil, average
certificated-personnel salary cost per pupil and the difference between these costs for each school district
size group. These costs are calculated by dividing the average teacher or certificated-personnel salary by

the average pupils per teacher or certificated personnel for a given school district size group and year. The

input data for this calculation are found in Tables 11 and 13.
Table 15 shows the average salaries of classroom teachers compared with draftsmen, nurser;, and

secretaries in the Seattle-Everett area for the school years 1964-65 through 1969-70. The sources for these

data are Occupation Wage Survey Bulletins, published by the U. S. Department of Labor. The weekly
earnings were multiplied by 52 to convert them o annual salaries.
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Table 16 gives estimates of Seattle-Evctett area budget costs for a family of four for 1967 and 1969.
Table 16 also shows the average classroom-teacher salary for the Seattle-Everett area. The family of four
includes a 38-year-old employed husband, his unemployed wife, a daughter 8 and a son 13. Total budget
costs include food, housing, transportation, clothing, medical care, taxes, and other expenses. Source ofthe data is Three Standards of Living fbr an Urban Family of Four Persons, published by U.
Department of Labor.

Table 17 shows the average starting salaries of classroom teachers compared with beginning college
gaduates with bachelor's degrees for some occupations in private industry for the school years 1964-65
through 1969-70. The source for these data is NEA Research Report 1970-R3.

Table 18 lists the 28 school districts in Washington State whose 1968-69 enrollment was 6,000 pupils
or more. Data from these 28 school districts are used for comparisons with Far West and United States
salary schedules and salaries.

Figure 43 shows the trend of the ratio of the average salary of certificated personnel for Washington
State to the average salary of certificated personnel for the United States. The data to calculate this ratio
are Oven in NEA Research 1970-R3.
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AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED
TEACHER SALARIES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 9
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AVERAGES OF MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED TEACHER SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SC'IEDULED
TEACHER SALARIES FOR BACHELOR'S DEGREE

.--trilation* Since 1958_

59-60 60-61 61-62 62.-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

$12,168

11,232

10,296

9,360

8,424 77-31

7,488

6,552

School Year

*Personal Consumption Expenditures

**1957-1959 U.S. Average Teacher Salary
556

5

5,616



240

220

200

4a.

180

160

140

120

100

Figure 12

AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED

TEACHER SALARIES FOR FIVE YEARS OF PREPARATION
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Figure 13

AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED
TEACHER SALARIES FOR MASTER'S DEGREE
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Figure 14

AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED
TEACHER SALARIES FOR SIX YEARS OF PREPARATION
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AVERAGES OF MINIMUMS AND MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED
TEACHER SALARIES FOR HIGHEST LEVEL OF PREPARATION

$12,168

11,232

10,296

9,360

8,424

7,488

6,552

5,616

4,680**

59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70
School Year

*Personal Consumption Expenditures
**1957-1959 U.S. Average Teacher Salary

560
176f)



260(;;;

240

220

200

180

Figure 16

AVERAGES OF MAXIMUMS OF SCHEDULED TEACHER SALARIES
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1969-1970 RANGE SCHEDULED SALARIES FOR CLASSROOM
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1969-1970 RANGES OF MAXIMUM SCHEDULED SALARIES
FOR SUPERVISING PRINCIPALS BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

REPORTING SYSTEMS WITH ENROLLMENTS OF 6,000 OR MORE
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School Principal School Principal
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*Far West: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Oregon, Washington.
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP I

(Greater than 20,000 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 2

(10,000-19,999 Enrollment)

...------"

Supt.

Asst. Supt.

H.S. Prin.

J.H.S. Prin.

Elem. Prin.

Dir., Supvr.,
Conslt.

200 H.S. Teacher
J.H.S. Teacher
Elem. Teacher

100

66-67

-77777.7-Inflatidh*..since 1958

67-68

School Year

*Personal consumption expenditure

"1957-1959 U.S. average teacher's salary
568

68-69

5 8

02,000

30,000

28,000

26,000

24,000

22,000

20,000

-18,000

16,000

14,000

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

69-70
4,680**



a)
1.4
a)

P-I

7007,

600

500

400

300

200

100

66-67

Figure 24

AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 3

(5,000-9,999 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 4 .

(2,6004,999 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 5

(1,600-2,599 Enrollment)
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Figure 27

AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 6

(1,000-1,599 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 7

(500-999 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 8

(200-499 Enrollment)
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Figure 30

AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP 9

(Less than 200 Enrollment)
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AVERAGES OF CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES

BY POSITION
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AVERAGES OF SUPERINTENDENT SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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Figure 34

AVEIIAGES OF DIRECTOR, SUPERVISOR AND CONSULTANT SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTWCT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL TEACHER SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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Figure 41

AVERAGES OF ALL CERTIFICATED PERSONNEL SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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AVERAGES OF ALL CLASSROOM TEACHER SALARIES
BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP
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Table I

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
FOR BACHELOR'S DEGREE

SDSG* Vdr.** 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

1 1 4217 4225 4525 4633 4700 4823 5023 5237 5681 5974 6538

2 6062 6087 6405 6607 6681 6850 7133 7313 7745 8025 8638

3 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 8

4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

2 1 4131 4174 4487 4604 4676 4842 5000 5222 5639 6038 6567

2 5792 5918 6294 6485 6575 6781 7017 7267 7916 8511 9131

3 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 9 9 9 9

4 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

3 1 4178 4218 4442 4606 4635 4810 4978 5175 5580 5991 6497

2 5709 5805 6082 6262 6243 6464 6739 7006 7467 7858 8391

3 10 11 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 8 7

4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

4 1 4145 4211 4431 4588 4646 4799 4980 5179 5571 5924 6389

2 5522 5627 5230 6173 6253 6459 6742 7064 7527 7888 8438

3 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 8

4 30 30 30 29 30 30 31 30 30 30 30

1 4136 4215 4447 4616 4688 4819 5001 5183 5583 5940 6413

2 5554 5646 5853 6054 6217 6394 6641 6891 7231 7711 8153

3 11 11 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 8 8

4 22 25 24 25 25 24 24 24 25 25 25

6 ,
I 4225 4249 4459 4661 4719 4827 5041 5224 5592 5928 6392

2 5367 5408 5731 5951 6012 6253 6462 6702 7041 7476 8053

3 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 8 8 7

4 26 26 26 25 26 25 24 27 28 28 28

7 1 4235 4299 4533 4703 4753 4915 5093 5302 5696 5992 6424

2 5292 5404 5698 5892 6044 6157 6417 6592 7048 7399 7881

3 9 10 10 10 10 9 9 8 8 8 7

4 46 45 43 45 48 46 36 56 57 53 55

8 1 4256 4324 4543 4778 4819 4947 5123 5293 5688 5987 6419

2 5217 5350 5636 5919 5982 6096 6325 6496 6983 7233 7659

3 9 9 9 9 9 8 8 8 8 7 7

4 29 34 26 36 42 36 35 48 44 53 56

S 1 4262 4262 4487 4897 4890 5031 5081 5297 5913 6006 6508

2 5200 5211 5453 5868 5956 5956 6236 6608 6725 7030 7656

3 8 8 8 8 7 7 8 11 5 7 7

4 10 10 6 8 10 4 10 9 3 13 23

School District Size Group
Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

589



Table 2

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
FOR FIVE YEARS PREPARATION

SDSG* Var.** ,9-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

1 1 4509 4520 4880 5079 5154 5301 5574 5820 6267 6566 7234

2 6733 6763 7178 7436 7539 7768 8152 8432 9083 9600 10516

3 lr 11 11 10

4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

2 1 4381 4425 4754 4907 4997 5165 5421 5683 6135 6576 7159

2 6300 6463 6876 7143 7276 7547 7961 8407 9225 9938 10713

3 11 11 11 11

4 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

3 1 4377 4429 4673 4857 4877 5082 5305 5562 6054 6499 7091

2 6171 6367 6711 6987 7041 7304 7679 8151 8776 9380 10194

3 11 11 11 11

4 20 20 20 70 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

4 1 4311 4379 4625 4811 4875 5045 E265 5595 5932 6339 6965

2 5937 6075 6451 6730 6843 7088 7519 7925 8557 9105 9922

3 12 11 11 11

4 30 30 30 29 30 30 31 30 30 30 30

5 1 4309 4385 4624 4806 4893 5053 5291 5487 5963 6379 6978

2 5975 6045 6346 6674 6823 7121 7440 7794 8448 3981 9683

3 12 12 11 11

4 ?2 25 24 25 25 25 24 24 25 25 25

6 1 4393 4405 4622 4829 4891 5022 5253 5493 5926 6311 6841

2 5741 5789 6165 6452 b541 6801 7061 7507 8136 8675 9396

3 12 12 11 11

4 25 26 26 25 26 25 24 27 28 28 28

7 1 4384 4448 4702 4884 4921 5121 5312 5575 6023 6360 6849

2 5585 5713 6156 6392 6480 6750 7075 7413 8002 8512 9186

3 11 11 11 11

4 46 44 44 45 46 46 36 56 57 53 55

8 1 4413 4492 4740 4974 5022 5158 5338 5533 5992 6342 6832

2 5567 5720 6147 6516 6625 6785 6989 7294 7838 8286 8906

3 11 11 11 11

4 28 34 26 35 40 35 35 48 44 53 56

9 1 4453 4464 4672 5060 5084 5238 5297 5535 6158 6341 6914

2 5438 5451 5820 6467 6530 6425 6687 7034 7700 7741 8745

3 12 10 9 10

4 9 9 5 7 6 4 8 9 3 13 22

**
School District Size Group
Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

-590-



Table 3

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
FOR MASTER'S DEGREE

SDSG* Var.** 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

1 1 4776 4831 5348 5584 5681 5781 5974 6326 6766 7120 7779

2 7199 7278 8003 8314 8443 8725 9261 9722 10406 10944 11997

3 12 12 13 12 12 12 13 12 12 12 12

4 6 6 6 6 6 6 2 2 2 2 2

2 1 46:8 46/8 5130 5352 5520 5735 5866 6157 6608 7197 7695

2 6793 6972 7436 7846 8104 8488 8870 9550 10267 11191 12006

3 13 13 13 12 12 13 12 12 11 12 11

4 7 8 8 9 9 9 5 5 5 3 4

3 1 4535 4595 4906 5116 5145 5424 5701 6075 6621 7124 7735

2 6487 6537 7046 7385 7452 7891 8417 9062 9894 10574 11460

3 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 12 13

4 17 15 17 19 19 19 15 14 12 12

4 1 446:: 4544 4831 5058 5157 5360 5615 5892 6355 6694 7509

2 6172 6373 6819 7146 7311 7612 3129 8631 9350 9903 10914

3 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 12

4 28 29 29 27 30 29 24 22 15 11 11

5 1 4434 4555 4807 5029 5137 5344 5587 5866 6376 6936 7622

2 6332 6472 6837 7199 7401 /852 8220 8696 9435 10323 11244

3 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 13 13

4 16 16 17 22 23 22 20 18 17 17 14

6 1 4464 4479 4782 4992 5036 5221 5479 5794 6263 6729 7300

2 6033 6060 6529 6872 6976 7317 7657 8202 8986 9627 10:,:s

3 14 14 14 14 15 14 14 14 14 13 13

4 18 20 23 23 23 24 22 22 21 21 17

7 1 4511 4570 4826 5029 5067 5299 5550 5836 6349 6793 7284

2 5839 5956 6464 6751 6831 7160 7629 8127 8713 9395 10297

3 12 12 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13

4 32 32 35 37 39 40 30 43 44 40 35

8 1 4524 4672 4902 5135 5201 5368 5566 5750 6241 6612 7189

5794 6096 6530 6812 7011 7271 7440 7727 8488 8967 9666

3 11 12 13 13 13 13 13 12 13 13 12

4 21 23 22 29 35 32 31 41 33 42 44

9 1 45&5 4598 4888 5302 5246 5375 5387 5734 6465 6667 7232

2 5742 5756 6323 6563 6651 6713 6924 7405 8425 8197 9233

3 10 10 11 11 11 10 10 13 12 11 12

4 8 8 4 5 8 4 8 9 4 11 15

* School District Size Group
** Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

59 1



Table 4

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
FOK SIX YEARS PREPARATION

SDSG* Var.** 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

1 1 4793 4807 5240 5505 5590 5769 7000 6337 6876 7200 7885
2 7383 7420 7995 8335 8452 8734 9237 9672 10578 11168 12199
3 12 13 13 12
4 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

2 1 4588 4707 5135 5315 5490 5621 6014 6213 6661 7126 7761
2 6762 6972 7426 7806 8096 8344 902/ 9568 10512 11413 12355
3 12 12 12 12
4 7 8 8 7 7 8 9 8 9 8 9

3 1 4593 4659 4915 5099 5126 5371 5694 5998 6559 7057 7740
2 6555 6790 7220 7520 7622 7933 8475 9007 9847 10582 11531
3 13 1 3 1 3 13
4 20 20 20 20 19 19 20 20 18 18 19

4 1 4473 4547 4820 5050 5130 5341 5598 5900 6385 6840 7539
2 6305 6455 6876 7182 7311 7619 31 35 8672 9421 10148 11129
3 12 13 1 3 12
4 27 27 27 27 28 27 27 28 29 29 29

5 1 4493 4574 4821 5031 5123 5330 5612 5855 6406 6912 7598
2 6320 6415 6798 7241 7446 781 3 8253 8679 9415 10109 10928
3 14 14 1 3 1 3

4 18 21 20 21 21 22 22 23 25 25 25

6 1 4532 4564 4811 5044 5109 5259 5503 5835 6257 6728 7312
6068 6133 6577 6901 7070 7351 7640 8274 8897 9544 10471

3 14 13 13 13
4 21 20 19 20 18 21 20 20 24 26 26

7 1 4528 4613 4825 5043 5065 5283 5500 5836 6344 6728 7361
2 5905 6073 6532 6870 6924 7132 7529 8093 8692 9322 10179
3 13 13 13 13
4 28 31 26 30 30 32 27 47 50 46 51

8 1 4551 4674 4914 5149 5231 5408 5581 5772 6295 6674 7329
2 6026 6173 6614 6886 7073 7292 7486 7841 8567 9106 9910
3 1 3 12 12 12
4 15 20 16 21 24 26 25 34 29 35 40

9 1 4581 4581 4775 5274 5156 5513 5262 5820 6466 7305
2 5801 5801 7375 6680 7089 7138 -/124 7585 8875 9238
3 11 11 12
4 4 4 1 3 3 2 4 2 2 12

* School District Size Group
** Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

592



Table 5

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
FOR HIGHEST LEVEL PREPARATION

SUSG* Var.** 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69

1 1 5102 5187 5743 6044 6161 6436 6845

2 7850 7973 8607 9025 9176 9574 10161

3

4 5 6 6 6 6 6 6

7198
10671

13

6

2 1 5005 5105 5600 5951 6147 6669 6871 7399

2 7164 7511 7927 8403 8768 9308 10071 10796

3 11

4 3 4 7 6 6 6 8 8

3 1 5032 5120 5524 5728 5804 6026 6299 6778

2 7217 7441 7873 8419 8568 8864 9321 9997

3 13

4 7 10 12 13 13 15 13 15

4 1 4664 4738 5227 5519 5682 5882 6012 6447

2 6564 6689 7314 7791 7944 8313 8756 9422

3 13

4 7 10 11 12 11 15 20 21

5 1 4579 4756 5036 5297 5470 5593 5925 6197

2 6598 6791 7253 7672 8048 8265 8769 9138

3 15

4 5 7 9 10 9 12 8 14

6

7

1 4677 4621 5142 5324 5324 5490 5520 6039

2 6520 6380 7550 7682 7682 7802 7545 8661

3 14

4 2 3 4 4 4 5 2 6

1 4574 4593 5307 5468 5319 5531 5793

2 5642 5525 7310 7372 7166 7477 7828

3

4 7 4 8 8 9 9 5

8 1 4658 5100 5408 5438 5508 5947 6432

2 6125 7410 7140 7132 7159 7854 8422

3

4 3 1 3 5 5 4 4

**

9 1 4439 4493 4860 5238 5473 5621

2 5435 5495 5400 5820 6320 7025

3

4 2 2 1 1 2 2

School District Size Group
Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments

4. Number of School Districts
593

6193
8319

13

14

6310
8588

13
10

6230
7910

12
1

7732
11658

13

6

7581

11661
13

8

7077
10903

13

16

7262
10428

13

19

6785
9989

14
17

9000
12196

13
6

8172
12519

12

8

69-70

8651
13209

13

6

8756
1 3478

13
8

8040 8509
11631 12376

13 13

17 19

7766
11133

13
21

7345
10867

14

18

8373
12025

12

27

8288
11871

13

21

6774 7121 7819

9523 10096 11043

13 14 13

7 10 17

5748 7184 7835

9093 9860 10557

13 13 12

16 17 29

6623 7054 7700

9010 9548 10384

13 13 13

12 15 24

6818 68113

7770 10850
7 13

1 7



Table 6

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES
/N WASHINGTON BY SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE GROUP

SDSG* VAR.** 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64

1 1 4665 4799 5114 5369 5457
2 7018 7216 7588 7943 5058
3 11 11 11 11 11

4 29 35 25 30 30

2 1 4459 4550 4988 5167 5301
2 6435 6658 7144 7458 7672
3 12 12 12 11 11

4 35 38 41 40 40

3 1 4468 4544 4835 5031 5064
2 6304 6491 6905 7229 7291
3 11 11 11 11 11

4 84 85 89 92 91

4 1 4360 4441 4720 4933 5012
2 6006 6167 6577 6891 7010
3 12 12 12 li 11

4 122 126 127 124 129

5 1 4343 4439 4693 4900 4995
2 6057 6150 6492 6848 7039
3 12 12 12 12 12
4 83 94 94 103 103

6 1 4397 4419 4674 4889 4938
2 5784 5833 6272 6566 6648
3 11 12 12 12 12
4 92 95 98 97 97

7 1 4400 4466 4734 4923 4950
2 5610 5740 6220 6471 6551
3 10 11 11 11 11

4 159 156 158 167 180

8 1 4419 4514 4773 5003 5055
2 5600 5780 6207 6500 6624
3 10 10 11 11 11

4 96 113 93 130 156

9 1 4442 4451 4674 5082 5083
2 5483 5498 5875 6287 6425
3 9 0 9 9 9

4 33 33 17 26 32

* School District Size Group
** Variable 1. Average Minimum

2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

594

64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

5621 5892 6185 6648 6972 7592
8330 8716 9076 9815 10301 11206

11 10 11 11 11 11

30 26 26 26 26 26

5528 5805 6098 6490 6S59 7544
7999 8524 9019 9837 10570 11427

11 11 11 11 11 11

41 40 39 40 37 39

5304 5533 5859 6328 6885 7472
7623 8014 8540 9247 9883 10679

11 11 12 11 11 11

93 88 89 87 87 87

5215 5443 5751 6208 6636 7307
7310 7759 8246 8895 9478 10380

11 11 12 12 11 11

131 134 131 123 121 127

5178 5402 5657 6170 6645 7323
7384 7694 8121 8785 9464 10235

12 12 13 12 12 11

105 97 104 109 110 110

5094 5312 5586 6033 6461 7049
6954 7183 7662 8277 8880 9713

12 12 12 12 11 11

100 92 102 108 113 116

5157 5361 5652 6126 6498 7056
6795 7142 7549 8131 8687 9442

11 11 11 11 11 11

175 137 219 227 209 225

5224 5413 5606 6061 6417 6984
6846 7058 7355 7955 8389 9084

10 10 11 11 11 10
137 131 181 162 198 220

5257 5268 5561 6152 6340 6908
6475 6681 7083 7697 7693 8782

8 9 12 9 9 10

14 32 28 10 40 80

6 1



Table 7

1959-1970 ANALYSIS OF TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES IN WASHINGTON
BY LEVEL OF PREPARATION

VAR* 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70

Bachelor's De5-ee

1 4204 4257 4484 4677 4733 4867 5044 5246 5643 5971 6435

2 5438 5530 5833 6047 6132 6307 6559 6760 7207 7542 8027

3 9 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 8 8 7

4 198 205 190 203 215 200 195 229 222 237 252

Five Years

1 4376 4432 4678 4884 4938 5102 5311 5558 6001 6374 6916

5822 5934 6344 6632 6729 6975 7297 7621 8256 8718 9413

3
11 11 11 11

4 198 204 189 201 208 200 192 229 222 237 251

Master's Degree

1 4513 4586 4873 5098 5166 5367 5579 5950 6355 6773 7345

2 6132 6267 6749 7064 7188 7533 7847 8261 9003 9506 10298

3 12 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13

4 153 157 161 177 192 185 157 176 153 159 151

Six Years

1 4540 4615 4878 5100 5164 5364 5614 5888 6392 6817 7462

2 6261 6386 6863 7160 7303 7570 7994 8429 9160 9791 10590

3
13 13 13 12

4 146 157 143 155 156 163 160 188 190 195 216

Highest Level

1 4769 4891 5359 5586 5672 5908 6214 6510 7015 7539 8072

2 6634 6944 7587 7929 8039 8442 8970 9351 10158 10796 11489

3
13 13 13 13

4 41 47 61 65 65 72 68 95 101 113 158

Variable 1. Average Minimum
2. Average Maximum
3. Average Number of Increments
4. Number of School Districts

595
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Table 8

MEAN AMOUNT OF INCREMENTS IN SALARY SCHEDULES
BY TEACHER PREPARATION LEVEL

Bachelor's Degree

SDSG* 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70
1 $ 185 $ 186 $ 188 $ 204 $ 205 $ 210 $ 215 $ 222 $ 233 $ 241 $ 265
2 154 162 168 178 184 194 206 222 244 268 278

147 151 163 166 169 179 189 202 221 230 254
4 133 138 150 157 160 166 180 200 213 229 252
5 132 133 138 147 152 159 168 178 190 208 230
6 115 115 124 127 127 141 145 165 179 198 223
7 111 115 123 124 130 131 144 154 167 175 198
8 109 113 119 129 134 142 143 147 164 175 185
9 119 120 118 129 155 139 150 122 152 143 176

$ 126 $ 129 $ 137 $ 142 $ 145 $ 153 $ 162 $ 171 $ 187 $ 198 $ 217

Master' s Degree

SDSG 59-60 60-61 61-62 62-63 63-64 64-65 65-66 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70
1 $ 197 $ 198 $ 210 $ 221 $ 224 $ 239 $ 295 $ 295 $ 293 $ 333 $ 367
2 167 175 183 201 208 219 260 290 321 342 392
3 157 157 170 178 182 194 212 234 257 278 294
4 133 -141 154 162 167 176 198 218 233 249 280
5 138 140 149 157 163 180 192 202 227 253 283
6 115 114 128 132 134 145 157 170 201 218 240
7 114. 116 130 135 138 143 157 173 181 196 229
8 111 117 128 134 142 149 149 161 179 187 201
9 119 119 128 119 132 138 159 129 160 145 170

$ 131 $ 133 $ 145 $ 152 $ 155 $ 165 $ 176 $ 186 $ 205 $ 214 $ 235

Five Years Si x Years Hi ghest Level
SDSG 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70 66-67 67-68 68-69 69-70 66-67 67-68 68-69 69- '0

1 $ 253 $ 268 $ 289 $ 317 $ 270 $ 296 $ 317 $ 359 $ 267 $ 302 $ 323 $ 360
2 245 273 300 317 282 312 350 373 302 326 351 360
3 226 246 264 287 233 259 282 303 241 303 283 302
4 201 229 246 271 222 242 263 291 226 246 263 293
5 190 210 229 248 200 221 241 261 203 225 7:Eri 270
6 166 192 211 234 181 199 219 244 190 207 214 247
7 164 176 188 211 173 182 198 222 169 175 199 218
8 156 172' 182 197 164 194 200 21.) 175 187 193 238
9 125 159 256 187 '50 219 159 140 136 312

$ 179 $ 201 $ 213 $ 232 $ 196 $ 217 $ 234 $ 251 $ 216 $ 239 $ 249 $ 268

* School Di stri ct Si ze Group
596

61 G



Table 9

1969-70 MEAN AND MEDIAN SCHEDULED SALARIES FOR
CLASSROOM TEACHERS, BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION REPORTING

SYSTEMS WITH ENROLLMENT OF 6000 OR MORE

Preparati on Level Washi ngton Far West* Uni ted States

Bachel or' s Degree Mi ni mum

Mean
Medi an

Range Low
Hi gh

$ 6521
6525
6200
6885

$ 6720
6800
5650
8400

$ 6383
6450
4400
8400

Master' s Degree Maxi mum

Mean 11847 11781 10717

Medi an 11712 11811 10890

Range Low 9832 9379 5934

Hi gh 12600 15540 15625

Maxi mum Schedul ed Sal ary for

Hi ghest Preparati on Level

Mean 12936 13541 11855

Medi an 12970 13600 12014

Range Low 11700 10920 5934

Hi gh 15164 17220 18420

*Far West: Al aska, Cal i forni a , Hawai i , Nevada, Oregon , Washi ngton

597
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